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I. Introduction 

The Board should reject Amtrak’s effort to attribute the Sunset Limited’s failure to achieve 

Congress’s standard for on-time performance to violations of Amtrak’s right to preference. To 

improve the Sunset Limited’s on-time performance, the Board should instead encourage Amtrak 

to work with Union Pacific to align the Sunset Limited’s schedules with Congress’s standard and 

the FRA’s metric for determining compliance with that standard (“Customer OTP”). 

Contrary to Amtrak’s claims, Amtrak’s preference under 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c) does not 

require dispatchers to resolve all dispatching conflicts in Amtrak’s favor, and it does not require 

host carriers to design and operate their networks to ensure Amtrak trains are always on time. 

Congress created Amtrak to relieve railroads from financial burdens of serving passengers that 

were endangering their ability to compete for freight, not to promote passenger service at the 

expense of freight service. Under 49 U.S.C. § 24308(a), Congress left Amtrak and host carriers to 

negotiate on-time performance obligations, requiring only that their contracts include a penalty for 

untimely performance. 
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Amtrak and Union Pacific have a contract that addresses Union Pacific’s on-time 

performance obligation (the “Operating Agreement”).1 The Operating Agreement does not 

guarantee Amtrak trains will always be on time, regardless of the impact on freight service. Union 

Pacific agreed to “make every reasonable effort” to deliver Amtrak trains “to all scheduled 

passenger stops on UP by the scheduled time therefor,”2 and the parties negotiated a metric and 

standard for determining on-time performance (“Contract OTP”).3 

In the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 (“PRIIA”),4 Congress 

established its own standard for on-time performance.5 Congress charged the FRA and Amtrak 

with developing a metric for measuring on-time performance.6 Congress also charged the Board 

with investigating failures to achieve its standard and making recommendations to improve on-

time performance.7 However, Congress recognized host carriers’ on-time performance obligations 

are governed by their agreements with Amtrak, not the new metric and standard.8 

Under PRIIA, the Board’s primary responsibility in this proceeding is to determine why 

the Sunset Limited failed to achieve Congress’s standard for on-time service from October 1, 2021, 

through September 30, 2022 (the “Complaint Period”). The record identifies two primary causes: 

 
1 Excerpts of relevant portions of the Operating Agreement are attached as Union Pacific Reply 
Exhibit A. 
2 See Union Pacific Reply Exhibit A, Art. III, § 3.3. 
3 See id., App. V.E. 
4 Pub. L. No. 110-432, Div. B, 122 Stat. 4907. 
5 See id. § 213(a)(1) (codified at 49 U.S.C. § 24308(f)(1)). 
6 See id. § 207(a) (codified at 49 U.S.C. § 24101 note). 
7 See id. § 213(a)(1) (codified at 49 U.S.C. § 24308(f)(1)). 
8 See id. § 207(c) (codified at 49 U.S.C. § 24101 note) (“To the extent practicable, Amtrak and its 
host rail carriers shall incorporate the metrics and standards developed under subsection (a) into 
their access and service agreements.”). 
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Union Pacific 's overall service was unacceptably poor, and Sunset Limited schedules are not 

aligned with Customer OTP. 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific was solely responsible for the Sunset Limited's substandard 

pe1fonnance, but its claim is disproven by recent expe1ience. From October 2023 through 

September 2024, Union Pacific has exceeded Contract OTP's 70% on-time threshold and 

consistently earned perfonnance payments by exceeding the 80% incentive threshold. However, 

because Sunset Limited schedules were never modified to align them with the demands of the 

FRA's on-time metiic, the Sunset Limited's perfo1mance was still considered substandard under 

Customer OTP, as shown below. 

Sunset Limited Contract OTP versus Customer OTP9 

Contract OTP Customer OTP 

Oct. 2023 93.8% 64.2% 
Nov. 2023 89.9% 63.0% 
Dec. 2023 94.1% 66.4% 
Jan. 2024 92.2% 70.2% 
Feb.2024 86.2% 53.2% 
Mar. 2024 81.9% 64.0% 
Apr. 2024 80.9% 56.5% 
May2024 83.9% 48.8% 
June 2024 72.3% 42.0% 
July 2024 88.9% 60.2% 
Aug.2024 75.0% 54.3% 
Sept. 2024 83.2% 71.6% 

Even though Union Pacific 's on-time perfo1mance obligation is governed by the Operating 

Agreement, Union Pacific has worked in good faith to resolve the schedule alignment issue so 

9 See the accompanying reply verified statement of Katherine N . Novak at 6, Table 1. 
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Amtrak can achieve Customer OTP. Amtrak has frustrated those efforts by refusing to negotiate 

any extension of the current schedules. 

Amtrak’s statements in this proceeding reveal this impasse is due to Amtrak’s misguided 

view of its right to preference. Amtrak says it will not base its schedules on the assumption that 

host carriers will violate its right to preference10 and claims the only reason the Sunset Limited 

does not consistently achieve Customer OTP is that Union Pacific violates its right to preference.11 

However, Union Pacific gives Amtrak preference. Under § 24308(c), Amtrak has 

“preference over freight transportation in using a rail line, junction, or crossing,” except in an 

emergency or unless the Board orders otherwise. Amtrak’s preference means dispatchers resolving 

conflicts between freight trains and Amtrak trains must give Amtrak’s interests greater weight. 

Amtrak monitors Union Pacific’s compliance with its preference using real-time access to Union 

Pacific’s dispatching screens. Before Amtrak filed its Opening Statement, Amtrak personnel never 

contacted their Union Pacific counterparts to claim a preference violation during the Complaint 

Period. 

In this proceeding, Amtrak attempts to redefine the meaning of preference. First, Amtrak 

claims its preference is “absolute,” meaning dispatchers must resolve all conflicts in Amtrak’s 

favor, regardless of impacts to other trains.12 However, Amtrak’s definition is contrary to the plain 

 
10 See Amtrak’s Response to the Board’s Interrogatories and Document Requirements; Appendix 
A – Part III (Sept. 25, 2023) (“Amtrak’s Sept. 2023 Resp.”) at 55. 
11 See Amtrak’s Opening Statement, STB Docket No. NOR 42175 (Oct. 7, 2024) (“Amtrak Op.”) 
at 105. 
12 Amtrak Op. at 68; see also id. at 64 (“The text of the statute imposes an obligation on host rail 
carriers to prioritize Amtrak passengers over freight transportation, without limitation.”); id. at 89 
(criticizing Union Pacific for teaching dispatchers that preference “does not mean they should 
disregard impacts to other trains or the network as a whole to ensure Amtrak trains are never 
slowed or stopped en route”). 
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meaning of preference, pre-Amtrak industry practice, and Amtrak’s prior admissions that requiring 

dispatchers to “‘never let a freight train interfere’ just is not a real-world approach.”13 

Second, Amtrak claims its preference not only governs dispatching conflicts, but also 

requires host carriers to design and operate their networks to ensure Amtrak trains are always on 

time.14 However, Amtrak’s attempt to expand the definition of preference ignores the statutory 

text and legislative history, which show preference involves resolving individual dispatching 

conflicts. Amtrak’s claim also ignores the statutory context, which shows host carriers’ on-time 

performance obligations arise from contracts they entered pursuant to § 24308(a), not the 

preference requirement in § 24308(c). 

Amtrak has not shown Union Pacific violated its right to preference. As required by the 

Board, Union Pacific submitted root cause analyses of 992 specific delays to Sunset Limited trains 

that Amtrak attributed to freight train interference by Union Pacific.15 Amtrak said nothing about 

preference when the delays occurred but now attributes those delays to preference violations. 

However, nearly all Amtrak’s complaints involve Union Pacific’s network design and operating 

strategies (e.g., Union Pacific’s train and siding lengths, train scheduling, and crew management), 

 
13 Financial Assistance to Amtrak: Hearings before the Subcomm. On Transp. & Aeronautics of 
the H. Comm. on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 93rd Cong. 32 (1973) (testimony of Amtrak 
President Roger Lewis).  
14 See Amtrak Op. at 61. 
15 See Union Pacific Railroad Company’s Responses to the Surface Transportation Board’s 
Requests For Additional Information Served February 13, 2024 (Apr. 15, 2024) (“UP Select 
Delays RCA”); Union Pacific Railroad Company’s Responses to the Surface Transportation 
Board’s Request for Root Cause Analyses Regarding Delays to Amtrak’s Sunset Limited Train 1 
(June 4, 2024) (“UP Train 1 RCA”); Union Pacific Railroad Company’s Additional Responses to 
the Surface Transportation Board’s Request for Root Cause Analyses Regarding Delays to 
Amtrak’s Sunset Limited Train 1 (June 14, 2024) (“UP Train 1 Supp. RCA”); Union Pacific 
Railroad Company’s Responses to the Surface Transportation Board’s Request for Root Cause 
Analyses Regarding Delays to Amtrak’s Sunset Limited Train 2 (July 24, 2024) (“UP Train 2 
RCA”). 
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rather than dispatchers’ resolutions of individual conflicts between freight trains and Amtrak 

trains. Where Amtrak does complain about individual dispatching decisions, it now relies on a 

theory of absolute preference; Amtrak never specifies what dispatchers should have done 

differently or demonstrates how an alternative decision would not have compromised the overall 

fluidity of the network for both freight and passenger transportation. Amtrak thus fails to identify 

a single preference violation involving the Sunset Limited. 

Union Pacific provides highly favorable dispatching treatment to the Sunset Limited. In 

addressing only delays Amtrak identified, the root cause analyses necessarily ignore the other side 

of the story—the many more interactions between freight trains and Amtrak trains causing freight 

delay with no Amtrak delay. Amtrak’s own data show Union Pacific dispatchers worked to make 

up time lost to delays, and Union Pacific’s data show Amtrak trains more consistently operated 

closer to their minimum possible transit times and with less variability than freight trains during 

the Complaint Period. 

Union Pacific treats the Sunset Limited favorably not only to comply with statutory and 

contractual obligations but also to promote network fluidity for freight customers. From a public 

policy perspective, the Sunset Limited is a money pit, requiring subsidies of approximately $622 

per passenger16—more than the cost of an airline ticket between New Orleans and Los Angeles. 

However, Union Pacific has strong incentives to propose realistic schedules and provide on-time 

performance. The Sunset Limited’s route is critical to Union Pacific. Approximately {{ }} of 

Union Pacific’s traffic, representing approximately {{ }} billion in annual revenue, moved 

 
16 See Amtrak, Monthly Performance Report: YTD September FY 2024 (Oct. 31, 2024) at 7 
(reporting adjusted operating earnings of negative $47.8 million and 76.9 thousand passengers), 
available at http://www.amtrak.com/documents. 
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over some part of the route in 2023.17 When Sunset Limited trains are stopped on Union Pacific—

whether on the main line, on sidings, or at most passenger stations—they are consuming capacity 

that could be used for freight service.18 

*   *   * 

Union Pacific’s Reply Statement elaborates on the above points and responds to specific 

questions posed by the Board: 

• Part II describes the Sunset Limited’s route and Union Pacific’s status as a host carrier 

for the Sunset Limited. 

• Part III explains why the Sunset Limited’s failure to achieve Customer OTP during the 

Complaint Period was attributable to service issues Union Pacific has overcome and 

scheduling issues Amtrak has refused to address. 

• Part IV shows Amtrak is relying on a flawed definition of preference and has not 

identified any actual preference violations by Union Pacific. 

• Part V explains why the Board lacks authority to award damages or other relief for 

preference violations in this proceeding. 

• Part VI addresses the Board’s questions about Sunset Limited schedules and advances 

a new proposal for aligning the schedules with Customer OTP. 

• Part VII responds to Amtrak’s recommendations to improve the on-time performance 

of the Sunset Limited and shows many of Amtrak’s recommendations would reduce the 

Sunset Limited’s on-time performance. 

 
17 See the accompanying reply verified statement of Grant A. Janke at 3. 
18 The Sunset Limited’s passenger stops take place at platforms located alongside main line tracks 
at all stations except El Paso, San Antonio, and Palm Springs. Houston has a station track, but the 
train often stops on the main line for operational convenience. 
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Union Pacific’s reply statement is supported by reply verified statements from Grant A. 

Janke, Union Pacific’s Assistant Vice-President of Capital Planning and Finance, who focuses on 

operations over the Sunset Limited Route (“Janke RVS”); Erin Batt, Union Pacific’s Vice-

President of Harriman Dispatching Center, who focuses on Amtrak’s preference allegations (“Batt 

RVS”); and Katherine N. Novak, Union Pacific’s General Director Interline Operations, who 

focuses on scheduling issues (“Novak RVS”). 

II. The Sunset Limited Route And Union Pacific’s Status As A Host Carrier. 

Sunset Limited trains operate over critical parts of Union Pacific’s network on their route 

between New Orleans and Los Angeles (“Sunset Limited Route” or “Route”). Union Pacific has 

consistently invested in capacity to provide safe, reliable, efficient service on its portion of the 

Sunset Limited Route. Amtrak has never contributed to these investments. 

Although Amtrak’s Opening Statement focuses almost exclusively on Union Pacific, 

Union Pacific is not the host carrier for the entire Route. Union Pacific’s status as a host carrier 

for the Sunset Limited is governed by the Operating Agreement. Under the Operating Agreement, 

Union Pacific hosts the Sunset Limited between Iowa Jct., Louisiana, and Yuma Jct., California. 

On rare occasions, Union Pacific also acts as host between West Bridge Jct. and Live Oak, 

Louisiana. 

The Sunset Limited Route and Union Pacific’s status as a host carrier for the Sunset Limited 

are described in more detail below. 

A. Union Pacific has consistently invested in capacity to provide safe, reliable, 
and efficient service on its portion of the Sunset Limited Route. 

The Sunset Limited Route is an approximately 1,994-mile rail corridor between New 

Orleans and Los Angeles. Union Pacific’s portion of the Route consists of approximately 1,770 

miles of Union Pacific-owned and dispatched main line between Iowa Jct., Louisiana, and Yuma 
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Jct., California. The Route passes through several of Union Pacific’s busiest and most complex 

terminal areas, including Lake Charles, Louisiana; Beaumont, Houston, San Antonio, and El Paso, 

Texas; Santa Teresa, New Mexico; Tucson and Yuma, Arizona; and West Colton and Los Angeles, 

California. Between Houston and Beaumont, Union Pacific operates directionally, generally 

moving westbound trains over its Houston Subdivision and eastbound trains over its Beaumont 

Subdivision. Between western Louisiana and eastern Texas, Union Pacific shares use of the Route 

with BNSF and CPKC.19 The schematic below provides an overview of the Sunset Limited Route. 

Sunset Limited Route 

 
 

Prior to Amtrak’s creation, Union Pacific’s predecessor, Southern Pacific, operated the 

Sunset Limited. However, as automobile and airplane travel increased, the Sunset Limited and other 

intercity passenger rail services began losing money.20 In 1950, Southern Pacific tried to revive 

 
19 See Janke RVS at 4. 
20 Railroad Passenger Train Deficit, 306 I.C.C. 417, 419 (1959) (“[I]n 1930 for the first time an 
operating deficit from passenger service was shown. Since then, except during World War II, 
recorded expenses of performing this service have regularly exceeded the revenues therefrom.”); 
(continued…) 
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the Sunset Limited’s prospects by investing millions of dollars in new trainsets and promoting a 

“new 42-hour schedule.”21 The effort failed to stem the losses. By 1954, Southern Pacific “was 

racking up a $50 million annual passenger deficit.”22 A few years later, the ICC concluded an 

investigation into passenger service by reporting “the expense of performing this service has 

regularly exceeded associated revenues,” and the financial loss endangered “the present and future 

welfare of the railroad industry.”23 

Congress created Amtrak in 1970 to preserve intercity passenger rail service while 

relieving railroads from the burdens of providing an unprofitable service that was reducing the 

industry’s ability to serve shippers and compete with other transportation modes.24 Contrary to 

Amtrak’s claims, Congress did not require railroads to give Amtrak preference as the price of 

relieving them from their obligation to provide intercity passenger rail service. However, Congress 

did require railroads to pay Amtrak approximately $200 million in cash and rail passenger 

 
see also id. at 429 (“The principal reason for these losses is, of course, well known; namely, the 
increase in the availability and use of motor and air transportation.”). 
21 Kevin Keefe, High-Water Mark for the ‘Sunset Limited,’ Classic Trains (July 30, 2020), 
https://cs.trains.com/ctr/b/mileposts/archive/2020/07/30/high-water-mark-for-the-39-sunset-
limited-39.aspx. 
22 See id. 
23 Railroad Passenger Train Deficit, 306 I.C.C. at 479. 
24 See Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 (“RPSA”), Pub. L. No. 91-518, 84 Stat. 1327; see also, 
e.g., Passenger Train Service Legislation: Hearings Before the Subcomm. On Surface 
Transportation of the S. Comm. on Commerce, 91st Cong. 176 (1969) (testimony of Chairman of 
the Board of the Penn Central Company describing passenger operations as “a serious drain . . . on 
[the railroad’s] resources and on [the railroad’s] ability to compete for freight traffic against other 
railroads and other modes of transportation”); id. at 209 (testimony of the President and Chief 
Executive Officer of Northern Pacific Railway Company that a “continuation of this burden” of 
providing unprofitable passenger service “will impair [the railroad’s] viability as a transportation 
company and reduce its ability to serve its shippers”). 
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equipment.25 Railroads were also expected to enter into agreements governing the terms under 

which they would provide service to Amtrak.26 

Congress’s creation of Amtrak did not revive the Sunset Limited’s fortunes. Intercity 

travelers vastly prefer driving or flying over traveling by train. The Sunset Limited has seventeen 

station stops on Union Pacific. At eleven of the seventeen station stops on Union Pacific for Sunset 

Limited Train 1, and twelve of the seventeen station stops on Union Pacific for Sunset Limited 

Train 2, fewer than ten passengers detrained from each train on average each day during the 

Complaint Period.27 One of those station stops, Sanderson, Texas, recently dubbed “America’s 

quietest train station,” received only 247 passengers in 2023.28 For Amtrak’s fiscal years 2019 

through 2023, Amtrak reported cumulative losses of $193 million from operating the Sunset 

Limited.29 In fiscal year 2023, Amtrak reported passenger ridership of 77.3 thousand and operating 

losses of $44.7 million, or $578 per passenger.30 In fiscal year 2024, Amtrak’s operating losses 

were $622 per passenger.31 

 
25 See RPSA § 401(a)(2)–(3); see also Congressional Record at S 6540 (May 1, 1970). 
26 See RPSA § 402(a)(1) (codified as amended at 49 U.S.C. § 24308(a)). 
27 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Average Station Ridership.xlsx” (derived from Amtrak’s 
Response to the Board’s Interrogatories and Document Requirements; Appendix A – Part III (Dec. 
5, 2023) (“Amtrak’s Dec. 2023 Resp.”) “Detailed COTP, Lateness and Arrival Data” 
(AMTRAK_STB_NATIVE_0022.2)). 
28 Amelia North, America’s quietest train station revealed – with only 247 passengers last year, 
Independent (Oct. 26, 2024), https://www.independent.co.uk/travel/news-and-advice/texas-
sanderson-quietest-train-station-us-b2636087.html. 
29 See Amtrak, Monthly Performance Report: YTD Sept. FY 2023 (Oct. 31, 2023) at 7 ($44.7 
million); Amtrak, Monthly Performance Report: YTD September FY 2022 (Oct. 31, 2022) at 7 
($41.8 million); Amtrak, Monthly Performance Report: YTD September FY 2021 (Oct. 26, 2021) 
at 7 ($39.6 million); Amtrak, Monthly Performance Report: FY 2020 (Oct. 30, 2020) at 8 ($35.7 
million); Amtrak, Monthly Performance Report: FY 2019 (Apr. 10, 2020) at 8 ($31.5 million). 
These reports are all available at www.amtrak.com/documents. 
30 See Amtrak, Monthly Performance Report: YTD September FY 2023 at 7. 
31 See supra note 16. 
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Regardless of the Sunset Limited’s profitability, Union Pacific has powerful incentives to 

provide safe, reliable, and efficient service on its portion of the Sunset Limited Route. 

Approximately {{ }} of Union Pacific’s traffic, representing approximately {{  }} 

of Union Pacific’s annual revenue, moved over some part of the Route in 2023.32 A large portion 

of the traffic consists of intermodal containers moving in double-stack service from California to 

Texas, Illinois, Arkansas, and to connections with eastern railroads in New Orleans and 

Shreveport, Louisiana, Marion, Arkansas, and Chicago, Illinois.33 Union Pacific also uses the 

Route to move a wide variety of products in manifest service, including chemicals, construction 

materials, and automobiles, as well as unit trains of grain and rock.34 The Route also connects 

northern portions of Union Pacific’s system with five of the six major gateways to Mexico, where 

Union Pacific interchanges traffic with the two largest railroads in Mexico, Ferromex and CPKC.35 

Union Pacific has made substantial investments in capacity to accommodate growth and 

improve performance on its portion of the Sunset Limited Route. Union Pacific acquired most of 

the Route through its merger with Southern Pacific. Since the merger, Union Pacific has 

constructed approximately 470 miles of second main track.36 In June 2022, Union Pacific 

completed construction of eight miles of second main track from Crosby to Dayton, Texas, at a 

cost of approximately $40 million.37 Also, in 2023, Union Pacific completed a project that 

extended Englewood Yard’s departure tracks and created a bypass track to improve fluidity of 

 
32 See Janke RVS at 3. 
33 See id. 
34 See id. 
35 See id. at 3–4. 
36 See id. at 8. 
37 See id. at 9. 
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traffic moving through Houston at a cost of approximately $70 million.38 Union Pacific is currently 

completing construction of nine miles of second main track west of West Colton, California, which 

will provide a double-track main line from South Fontana to North Ontario, California, in early 

2025. The project is estimated to cost approximately $50 million.39 

Union Pacific has also invested tens of millions of dollars to expand capacity by adding 

new sidings and extending existing sidings. Since 2018, Union Pacific has added seven new 

sidings on single-track portions of the Route, as shown below. 

New Passing Sidings Since 201840 

Siding Subdivision In Operation Siding Length 
Hacienda Del Rio 8/5/2020 15,594 

Inge Del Rio 8/22/2020 15,000 
Medina Del Rio 11/18/2020 15,000 
Yucca Del Rio 11/25/2020 15,000 

Richmond Glidden 11/25/2020 12,464 
Major Del Rio 6/29/2022 14,640 
Keller Del Rio 6/25/2024 14,480 

 

On average, each siding cost approximately $13 million, from the design phase to completion of 

construction, and all but one of these new sidings is greater than 14,000 feet in length.41  

In the same period, Union Pacific has extended existing sidings at 23 locations on single-

track portions of the Route, as shown below. 

 
38 See id. 
39 See id. 
40 See id. at 10. 
41 See id. 

PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED
PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER



14 
 

Extended Passing Sidings Since 201842 

Siding Subdivision In 
Operation Old Length New Length 

Piedra Gila 6/8/2019 8,280 15,560 
Clyde Yuma 8/6/2019 8,500 15,200 

Bosque Gila 8/10/2019 8,049 15,500 
Mecca Yuma 8/23/2019 8,388 14,420 
Aztec Gila 8/30/2019 8,275 15,000 

McNary Valentine 1/7/2020 8,018 15,078 
Lasca Valentine 1/31/2020 8,189 15,718 
Marfa Valentine 4/21/2020 8,375 15,389 
Lull Sanderson 4/24/2020 8,396 15,984 

Finlay Valentine 4/30/2020 7,552 16,611 
Rosenfeld Sanderson 5/2/2020 8,386 15,000 
Kingsbury Glidden 7/9/2020 8,422 17,263 

Seco Del Rio 7/22/2020 8,341 17,237 
Sierra Blanca Valentine 9/8/2020 10,265 15,000 

Flatonia Glidden 9/17/2020 9,957 15,000 
Anacacho Del Rio 10/14/2020 8,365 15,221 
Johnstone Del Rio 10/28/2020 8,239 15,529 
Bernard Glidden 11/18/2020 8,731 14,860 
Wendell Valentine 12/15/2021 8,366 15,189 
Lenox Sanderson 1/19/2022 8,377 16,500 
Alpine Sanderson 2/2/2022 8,314 15,040 
Dryden Sanderson 3/2/2022 8,747 15,000 
Noonan Del Rio 8/2/2022 9,463 16,200 

 

On average, each siding extension cost approximately $8 million, from the design phase to 

completion of construction, and all 23 sidings are now greater than 14,000 feet in length.43 

 
42 See id. at 11. 
43 See id. 
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In total, Union Pacific has invested approximately $385 million to expand track capacity 

on the Sunset Limited Route since 2018.44 Sunset Limited trains benefit from all this investment 

even though Amtrak has not contributed to the costs. 

B. Union Pacific’s status as a host carrier for the Sunset Limited is determined by 
the Operating Agreement. 

In its Opening Statement, Amtrak incorrectly claims Union Pacific is the Sunset Limited’s 

host carrier between East Bridge Jct. and West Bridge Jct. in Louisiana.45 Amtrak also incorrectly 

claims Union Pacific could be considered the Sunset Limited’s host between East Bridge Jct. and 

Southport Jct., Louisiana, and between West Bridge Jct. and Live Oak, Louisiana.46 Union Pacific 

agrees with Amtrak that the Board should rely on the FRA’s definition of host railroad in this 

proceeding.47 However, under the FRA’s definition, Union Pacific is never the Sunset Limited’s 

host carrier between Southport Jct. and West Bridge Jct., and it only rarely serves as host carrier 

between West Bridge Jct. and Live Oak. The schematic below provides an overview of the portion 

of the Sunset Limited Route between Amtrak’s terminal in New Orleans and Live Oak. 

 
44 See id. at 11. This spending for new capacity is in addition to the approximately $1.0 billion that 
Union Pacific invested from 2019 through 2023 to renew existing infrastructure on the Route. See 
id. 
45 See Amtrak Op. at 22. 
46 See id. at 20–22 (Southport Jct.-East Bridge Jct.); id. at 22–26 (West Bridge Jct.-Live Oak). 
47 See id. at 16. Using the FRA’s definition makes sense because this proceeding involves 
application of the FRA’s Customer OTP metric. Cf. Union Pacific R.R. Co. v. STB, 863 F.3d 816 
(8th Cir. 2017). 
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Sunset Limited Route Between New Orleans and Live Oak 

 

 
Under the FRA’s definition of host railroad, Union Pacific’s status as a host carrier for the 

Sunset Limited is determined by the Operating Agreement. The FRA defines “host railroad” as a 

railroad “directly accountable to Amtrak by agreement for Amtrak operations over a railroad line 

segment.”48 The Operating Agreement defines the railroad line segments on which Union Pacific 

is directly accountable to Amtrak for operation of Amtrak trains, including the Sunset Limited.  

Under the Operating Agreement, Union Pacific is never directly accountable to Amtrak for 

the Sunset Limited’s operation between Southport Jct. and West Bridge Jct. Union Pacific agreed 

to provide Amtrak with use of certain “Rail Lines.”49 The Operating Agreement specifically 

addresses those Rail Lines in Article IV and refers to Appendix I, which sets forth “the timetable 

speeds of the UP Rail Lines” and “by route, the actual minutes of slow orders in effect on UP Rail 

 
48 49 C.F.R. § 273.3.  
49 See Union Pacific Reply Exhibit A, Art. III, § 3.3. 
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Lines.”50 The portion of the Sunset Limited Route between Southport Jct. and West Bridge Jct. is 

not included in the timetables or slow order information in Appendix I, and thus it is not part of 

the Rail Lines under the Operating Agreement.51 Therefore, Union Pacific is never the host carrier 

for the portion of the Sunset Limited Route between Southport Jct. and West Bridge Jct.52 

On rare occasions, Union Pacific is directly accountable to Amtrak for the Sunset Limited’s 

operation between West Bridge Jct. and Live Oak. The Operating Agreement’s Appendix I 

includes a timetable for Union Pacific’s Avondale Subdivision, which runs between West Bridge 

Jct. and a station identified as “BNSF Conn.”53 “BNSF Conn.” is the beginning of BNSF’s 

Lafayette Subdivision at Live Oak. The timetable’s milepost references confirm the line segment 

is the former Southern Pacific main line through Avondale, highlighted in red in the schematic 

below.54 However, Amtrak trains operating between West Bridge Jct. and Live Oak almost never 

use that line segment. Instead, they almost always use a line segment BNSF acquired from Union 

Pacific in the Union Pacific/Southern Pacific merger, highlighted in green in the schematic below. 

The BNSF line is not shown in the timetables or slow orders information in Appendix I, and thus 

it is not part of the Rail Lines under the Operating Agreement. Therefore, Union Pacific is not the 

 
50 Id., Art IV, § 4.2. 
51 See id., App. I. Amtrak does not compensate Union Pacific for use of the segment between 
Southport Jct. and West Bridge Jct.  
52 Union Pacific is also directly accountable to Amtrak by agreement for arrival times at 
checkpoints identified in the Operating Agreement. However, all the checkpoints for the Sunset 
Limited are located at or west of Iowa Jct., so this provision does not support Amtrak’s claim that 
Union Pacific is the Sunset Limited’s host at or east of Live Oak. See id., App. V, Table 1. 
53 See id., App. I, Table A, page ww. 
54 The timetable refers to two former Southern Pacific mileposts, milepost 10.5 at West Bridge Jct. 
and milepost 14.9 at BNSF Conn. As shown in the schematic, milepost 10.5 is “SP M.P. 10.48,” 
which is south of the connection to the BNSF main line regularly used by the Sunset Limited. 
Milepost 14.9 is “SP M.P. 14.94,” which is where BNSF’s ownership of what is now the jointly-
owned “50/50 Line” was to begin. 

PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED
PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER



PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED

PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER

host catTier when the Sunset Limited traverses the BNSF-owned line ( or any other lines not covered 
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Amtrak's claims regarding Union Pacific's status as a host misrepresent the temis of the 

Operating Agreement. The Operating Agreement does not give Amtrak a right to use Union 

Pacific's trnckage rights over CN track between Southport Jct. and East Bridge Jct. or over NOPE 

track between East Bridge Jct. and West Bridge Jct. 56 The language on which Amtrak relies 

requires Union Pacific to make its rights to use the prope1ty of others available when necessa1y to 

55 Amtrak does not compensate Union Pacific for the Sunset Limited's use of the segment between 
West Bridge Jct. and Live Oak. 
56 See Amtrak Op. at 21, 22. 
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operate Amtrak’s trains over Rail Lines.57 The language does not affect whether a line segment is 

itself a Rail Line.58 

Amtrak is also incorrect when it claims the Sunset Limited primarily operated over the 

Union Pacific segment between West Bridge Jct. and Live Oak during the Complaint Period.59 

Union Pacific’s analysis shows just { } Sunset Limited runs moved over the former Southern 

Pacific-owned main line during the Complaint Period.60 

Finally, Amtrak is incorrect in suggesting its delay reporting regarding a particular carrier 

determines host carrier status.61 Rail carriers have no obligation to dispute incorrectly reported or 

incorrectly delays. Amtrak’s erroneous delay assignments of delays cannot make a carrier a host—

that status is determined by the terms of a carrier’s agreements with Amtrak.  

III. The Sunset Limited’s Failure To Achieve Congress’s Standard For On-Time 
Performance During The Complaint Period Was Attributable to Service Issues Union 
Pacific Has Since Resolved And Sunset Limited Scheduling Issues Amtrak Has 
Refused To Address. 

The Board should reject Amtrak’s claim that the Sunset Limited’s failure to achieve 

Congress’s standard for on-time performance during the Complaint Period was entirely 

attributable to factors that could be addressed by Union Pacific. The evidence in this proceeding 

 
57 See id. at 22. 
58 Union Pacific’s operation of the interlocker at East Bridge Jct. also has no bearing on its host 
carrier status. Union Pacific agreed to operate the interlocker to help facilitate efficient interchange 
of trains in New Orleans between BNSF and Union Pacific, on the one hand, and NS and CSX, on 
the other hand. See Union Pacific Railroad Company’s Response to Appendix A, Part IV (Sept. 
25, 2023) (“UP’s Sept. 2023 Resp.”) at 2. Union Pacific’s role in dispatching Amtrak trains at East 
Bridge Jct. does not give Amtrak additional rights under the Operating Agreement, and thus it does 
not make Union Pacific a host carrier at East Bridge Jct. 
59 See Amtrak Op. at 24. 
60 See Batt RVS at 14 n.5. Union Pacific’s archived data did not include the field necessary to 
determine routing before November 3, 2021. See id. 
61 See Amtrak Op. at 18. 
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shows the Sunset Limited’s failure to achieve Congress’s standard was attributable to two factors: 

Union Pacific’s overall service was unacceptably poor, and Sunset Limited schedules are not 

aligned with Customer OTP. As discussed in Section III.A, Union Pacific has resolved its service 

issues. As discussed in Section III.B, Amtrak refuses to acknowledge the scheduling issue. Until 

Amtrak agrees to align Sunset Limited schedules with Customer OTP, the Sunset Limited will not 

achieve Congress’s on-time performance standard. 

A. Union Pacific has resolved the service issues that contributed to the Sunset 
Limited’s substandard performance during the Complaint Period. 

Union Pacific has resolved the service issues that contributed to the Sunset Limited’s failure 

to achieve Congress’s standard for on-time performance during the Complaint Period. Because the 

Sunset Limited runs over Union Pacific for the majority of its route, the Sunset Limited’s on-time 

performance is tied to the overall performance of Union Pacific’s network. As Union Pacific’s 

operations recovered from the challenges related to the Covid-19 pandemic and its aftermath, the 

Sunset Limited’s on-time performance also improved. Amtrak attempts to attribute the Sunset 

Limited’s substandard performance to Union Pacific’s network design and operating practices 

relating to train length, train scheduling, crew management, and dispatching. However, Union 

Pacific’s network design and operating practices have not substantially changed, but overall 

service has improved to the point that Union Pacific is regularly earning contractual on-time 

performance payments for the Sunset Limited. 

1. Union Pacific’s overall poor performance contributed to the Sunset 
Limited’s substandard performance during the Complaint Period. 

Union Pacific does not dispute that the Sunset Limited’s on-time performance suffered 

during the Complaint Period. Union Pacific paid Amtrak nearly { } in performance 
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penalties during the Complaint Period.62 However, Union Pacific’s performance issues did not 

only affect the Sunset Limited. Amtrak’s complaints are not substantially different from those the 

Board heard from freight customers of Union Pacific and other major railroads. In a May 2022 

decision requiring Union Pacific and the other largest U.S. rail carriers to provide service recovery 

plans, the Board described reports it had received “from a broad range of stakeholders about 

inconsistent and unreliable rail service” on an “industry-wide basis.”63 The Board observed that 

rail service performance had dropped to “below historical norms” as measured by indicators 

including “system average train speed” and “average number of trains holding per day.”64 The 

Board stated that “crew shortages” appeared to be “among the central causes” of the service 

issues.65 

Union Pacific acknowledged its significant service issues. In testimony before the Board, 

Eric Gehringer, Union Pacific’s Executive Vice President Operations, stated that the railroad was 

suffering from network congestion that was causing “progressively poorer service.”66 

Mr. Gehringer explained the congestion was impacting Union Pacific’s “crew and power 

availability,” which was “feed[ing] into a cycle” and “degrading network fluidity.”67 He further 

explained Union Pacific was taking steps to address the congestion, but its efforts were hindered 

 
62 See Novak RVS at 16. 
63 Urgent Issues in Freight Rail Service—Railroad Reporting, EP 770 (Sub-No. 1), slip op. at 1, 2 
(STB served May 6, 2022). 
64 Id. at 2. 
65 See id. at 2 n.5. 
66 Written Testimony of Eric J. Gehringer, Urgent Issues in Freight Rail Service, STB Docket 
No. EP 770 at 1 (filed Mar. 3, 2022). 
67 Id. at 2. 
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by crew shortages, compounded by hiring difficulties in the post-Covid-19 environment.68 Mr. 

Gehringer estimated it would likely take “the better half of the year to de-congest the network.”69  

Union Pacific’s network congestion and crew shortages during the Complaint Period help 

explain the nature of the delays to the Sunset Limited that Amtrak attributed to Union Pacific. As 

a result of congestion and crew shortages, freight trains were often operating far behind schedule, 

so they were interacting with the Sunset Limited where such interactions normally would not occur, 

increasing the difficulties in planning efficient meets and overtakes.70 Freight trains were also 

spending more time tied down in terminals and in other locations, which limited planning options 

available to dispatchers.71 Congestion and crew shortages also affected Union Pacific’s ability to 

recover from incidents that delayed Sunset Limited trains.72 When a freight train stopped on a main 

line or siding for any reason, the crew was more likely to be short on time. If the crew expired, the 

train remained tied down longer than usual.73 Congestion and crew shortage concerns also affected 

dispatching priorities, as dispatchers attempted to avoid the additional impacts on network fluidity 

and crew resources that would result if crews expired and trains were tied down far from crew 

change points.74 

Union Pacific had every incentive to avoid the delays that affected the Sunset Limited. As 

discussed above, the Sunset Limited Route is a critical part of Union Pacific’s network. Delays 

caused by congestion and crew shortages impact Union Pacific and its freight customers as much 

 
68 See id. at 3–4. 
69 Id. at 2. 
70 See Janke RVS at 13. 
71 See id. 
72 See id. 
73 See id. 
74 See id. 
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as, if not more than, Amtrak and its passengers because the Route has much more freight traffic 

than passenger traffic. 

Union Pacific and other freight railroads were not alone in experiencing service and hiring 

difficulties in the post-Covid period. Amtrak furloughed employees and established a hiring freeze 

as the pandemic reduced demand for passenger service, then experienced difficulties in restoring 

service as demand returned.75 Amtrak continued to face staffing shortages going into 2023. In a 

September 2022 Senate hearing on nominations to Amtrak’s Board of Directors, Senator Maria 

Cantwell observed that Amtrak was “still struggl[ing] to restore routes where service was reduced 

during the pandemic,”76 telling one nominee, “We cannot simply say we don’t have enough 

conductors, we don’t have enough baggage handlers, we don’t have enough this.”77 During a 

September 2022 meeting of Amtrak’s Board of Directors, Amtrak’s Chairman Anthony Coscia 

acknowledged that “[w]e are still disappointing people because we don’t have enough resources 

from a personnel standpoint to bring back service the way we’d like to.”78 Amtrak also 

acknowledges challenges in hiring mechanical workers to keep its equipment in good repair. At 

the same meeting, Amtrak’s President Stephen Gardner reported that Amtrak had “huge challenges 

in some areas, particularly in our mechanical crafts, our electricians, our machinists, who are really 

tough to get in certain locations.”79 

 
75 See, e.g., Covid-19 impact: Amtrak to furlough 2,000 workers, Railway Technology (Sept. 3, 
2020), https://www.railway-technology.com/news/covid-19-amtrak-furlough-2000-workers/?cf-
view. 
76 Nominations to the Amtrak Board of Directors and the Surface Transportation Board, Hearing 
Before the S. Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 117th Cong. 1 (2022) 
(Statement of Hon. Maria Cantwell, U.S. Senator from Washington). 
77 Id. at 72. 
78 Rail Passengers Association, Short-Staffed, Amtrak Eyes 2023 Growth (Dec. 2, 2022), 
https://www.narprail.org/happening-now/news/blog/short-staffed-amtrak-eyes-2023-growth/. 
79 Id. 
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Amtrak’s own data show approximately 21% of the Sunset Limited’s delay minutes during 

the Complaint Period were attributable to Amtrak. Delays attributable to Amtrak averaged 

approximately 117 minutes per train for the 148 complete runs of Sunset Limited Train 1 and 148 

complete runs of Sunset Limited Train 2 during the Complaint Period.80 

2. As Union Pacific’s performance improved, the Sunset Limited’s 
contractual on-time performance improved to the point where Union 
Pacific is earning on-time performance payments from Amtrak. 

Union Pacific’s performance has improved substantially since the Complaint Period. 

Comparing the Complaint Period to the same twelve calendar months from October 2023 through 

September 2024, Union Pacific’s network velocity {{  

}} and its car velocity {{ }}81 Union 

Pacific’s average operating inventory per carload {{ }} and its 

recrew rate {{ }}82 Union Pacific’s improved performance is also reflected 

in a {{ }} in trains held hours—a measure of trains delayed en route by more 

than four hours. During the Complaint Period, Union Pacific averaged {{ }} trains held hours 

per day, with an average of {{ }} hours for crew and {{ }} hours for power.83 By 

comparison, in the twelve-month period from October 2023 through September 2024, Union 

 
80 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Amtrak Delay Data.xlsx,” Tab “Delays by Party – 0002” 
(derived from Amtrak’s Sept. 2023 Resp. “Sunset Detailed Delay Listing Table” 
(AMTRAK_STB_NATIVE_0002)). During the Complaint Period, three Sunset Limited Train 1 
runs were fully annulled (meaning a scheduled train did not operate) and six were partially 
annulled (meaning a scheduled train did not operate over its complete route between New Orleans 
and Los Angeles). In the same period two Sunset Limited Train 2 runs were fully annulled, and 
seven were partially annulled. 
81 Janke RVS at 14. 
82 See id. 
83 See id. 
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Pacific averaged only {{ }} trains held hours per day, with an average of just {{ }} hours for 

crew and {{ }} hours held for power.84 

Union Pacific has made a similar improvement on its portion of the Sunset Limited Route. 

Comparing the Complaint Period with the same twelve calendar months from October 2023 

through September 2024, train velocity {{ }} car velocity 

{{ }} and recrew rate {{  

}}85 The Sunset Limited Route has also seen a {{ }} in trains 

held hours. During the Complaint Period, Union Pacific averaged {{ }} trains held hours per 

day, with an average of {{ }} hours for crew and {{ }} hours for power.86 By contrast, during 

the twelve-month period from October 2023 through September 2024, Union Pacific averaged just 

{{ }} train hours held per day, with an average of just {{ }} hours for crew and {{ }} 

hour for power.87 

As Union Pacific’s overall performance improved, its trains were less likely to cause delay 

to the Sunset Limited. Comparing the Complaint Period to the same twelve calendar months from 

October 2023 through September 2024, the number of delays Amtrak attributed to FTI from Union 

Pacific fell by approximately 40%, from 4,673 to 2,816, leading to an approximately 50% 

reduction in minutes of delay attributable to FTI, from 75,361 minutes to 37,968 minutes.88 

Union Pacific’s service improvements and the reduction in delays to the Sunset Limited 

can also be seen in terms of Union Pacific’s Contract OTP and the Sunset Limited’s Customer 

 
84 See id. 
85 See id. 
86 See id. at 15. 
87 See id. 
88 See Novak RVS at 16. 
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OTP. As shown below, in the twelve-month period from October 2023 through September 2024, 

Union Pacific's overall Contract OTP for the Sunset Limited exceeded the 70% threshold in eve1y 

month, and it exceeded 80%---the threshold for earning perfmmance payment from Amtrak- in 

eve1y month except two. 

Sunset Limited Contract OTP and Customer OTP89 

Contract OTP Customer OTP 

Oct. 2023 93.8% 64.2% 
Nov. 2023 89.9% 63.0% 
Dec. 2023 94.1% 66.4% 
Jan.2024 92.2% 70.2% 
Feb.2024 86.2% 53.2% 
Mar. 2024 81.9% 64.0% 
Apr. 2024 80.9% 56.5% 
May2024 83.9% 48.8% 
June 2024 72.3% 42.0% 
July 2024 88.9% 60.2% 
Aug. 2024 75.0% 54.3% 
Sept. 2024 83.2% 71.6% 

As the table above shows, Union Pacific is meeting its contractual on-time perfo1mance obligation 

regarding the Sunset Limited, but Amtrak is still not achieving Customer OTP. For the Sunset 

Limited to satisfy Congress's on-time performance standard, Amtrak must be willing to align 

Sunset Limited schedules with Customer OTP. 

3. Amtrak's attempt to attribute the Sunset Limited's substandard 
performance to Union Pacific's practices is refuted by the evidence. 

The Sunset Limited's improved perfonnance disproves Amtrak's claim that Union 

Pacific's network design and operating strategies were responsible for the Sunset Limited' s failure 

to achieve Congress's on-time perfmmance standa1·d dming the Complaint Period. Although 

89 See id. at 6, Table 1. 
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Union Pacific acknowledges its share of responsibility for the Sunset Limited’s substandard 

performance during the Complaint Period, Amtrak’s effort to diagnose the source of the problem 

misses the mark. Amtrak does nothing more than present a list of the types of delays one would 

expect to encounter along a busy long-distance route, although the number and duration of delays 

were undoubtedly affected by Union Pacific’s poor performance during the Complaint Period. 

a) Amtrak inevitably incurs delay from freight train interference. 

Amtrak’s Opening Statement incorrectly suggests Union Pacific should be able to structure 

its network and operations to avoid all delay Amtrak attributes to FTI. FTI is an inevitable 

consequence of Amtrak trains sharing infrastructure with freight trains. FTI is usually the largest 

single source of delay for each individual Amtrak long-distance route.90 

Union Pacific’s root cause analyses in this proceeding help illustrate why FTI is both 

inevitable and usually the largest source of delay: Amtrak attributes delay to FTI whenever an 

Amtrak train is stopped or slowed by a freight train, regardless of the reason for the interaction 

between the two trains. To take just one example, Amtrak attributed a 22-minute delay to FTI 

when a Union Pacific dispatcher held Sunset Limited Train 2 (AMT2-07) on the Alhambra 

Subdivision on August 8, 2022, to meet a freight train {  

}91 Usually, the reason for interactions that delay Amtrak are much less 

dramatic—Amtrak stopped because it arrived at a planned meet location a few minutes before the 

freight train, or it slowed down briefly when crossing from one track to another on a double-main 

 
90 See, e.g., Federal Railroad Administration, Quarterly Report on the Performance and Service 
Quality of Intercity Passenger Train Operations (3d Quarter of Fiscal Year 2024 (Apr. 1, 2024 – 
June 30, 2024)) at 11, https://railroads.dot.gov/sites/fra.dot.gov/files/2024-08/Quarterly%
20Report_FY24Q3_web.pdf. 
91 See UP Train 2 RCA at 278; see also Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Batt Additional Root 
Cause Support_HC.zip.” 
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segment to overtake a slower freight train. Still other times the delays result from the unavoidable 

variability of railroad operations—a main line or terminal became congested, or a train or railcar 

experienced a mechanical issue while operating further down the line ahead of Amtrak. Amtrak 

counts every interaction with a freight train that slows or stops one of its trains as FTI. 

Further, Amtrak’s statistics regarding the number and length of delays attributed to FTI 

need to be understood in the context of Amtrak’s scheduling and delay reporting procedures. 

Amtrak train schedules incorporate an expectation of delay. For example, Sunset Limited Train 1 

has a total schedule time of 2,795 minutes that incorporates an expected 374 minutes of delay. 

More specifically, the 2,795 total minutes include 2,075 minutes of pure run time, 271 minutes of 

recovery time, 103 minutes of miscellaneous adjustment time, and 346 minutes of dwell time, each 

of which is assigned to a specific segment in the schedule skeleton.92 Under Amtrak’s delay 

reporting rules, if a train takes longer than its pure run time to travel across a segment—that is, if 

it fails for any reason to operate the entire way at the maximum theoretical track speed under ideal 

operating conditions—Amtrak conductors must record a delay, even when Amtrak’s schedules 

assign recovery or miscellaneous time to that segment, and even when Amtrak has unused recovery 

or miscellaneous time from prior segments.93 Consequently, even when Sunset Limited Train 1 

runs perfectly on time, Amtrak conductors must report 374 minutes of delay—that is, more than 

six hours of delay—300 minutes of which are associated with segments for which Union Pacific 

is identified as the host carrier. 

 
92 Current schedules for Sunset Limited Trains 1 and 2 are provided as Union Pacific Reply Exhibit 
B. Amtrak produced the schedules as part of Amtrak’s Response to the Board’s Interrogatories 
and Document Requirements; Appendix A – Part III, filed December 5, 2023, as 
AMTRAK_STB_NATIVE_0014.2.xlsx. 
93 See Amtrak’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 20 (“The actual segment run time is then compared to the Pure 
Running Time (‘PRT’) for the segment. Any time in excess of PRT is a delay. . . . The conductor 
then accounts for those minutes with corresponding delay code entry(ies).” (footnote omitted)). 
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Amtrak schedules also incorporate an expectation that trains will be delayed by FTI. 

Although Amtrak schedules do not specifically allocate recovery time and miscellaneous time by 

delay type, Amtrak’s delay data show the schedules include time for FTI. For example, during the 

period from October 1, 2023, through September 30, 2024, for Sunset Limited Train 1 segments 

for which Union Pacific is identified as the host carrier, Amtrak reported an average of 74 minutes 

of Amtrak Delay, 30 minutes of Third Party Delay other than Unused Recovery Time, and 94 

minutes of Host Delay other than FTI. Those reported delays left 102 minutes for delay attributable 

to FTI.94 

Union Pacific recognizes Sunset Limited trains experienced more than the contemplated 

amount of FTI during the Complaint Period. However, Amtrak is not being straightforward when 

it suggests the existence of FTI shows a host railroad is not meeting its obligations to Amtrak. As 

discussed above, Union Pacific is earning performance payments for the Sunset Limited even while 

Amtrak attributes an average of approximately 122 minutes of FTI per train to Union Pacific.95 

b) Union Pacific’s train size practices did not cause the Sunset 
Limited’s substandard performance. 

Amtrak’s criticisms of Union Pacific’s operating practices focus on train size. Contrary to 

Amtrak’s claims, the Sunset Limited’s substandard performance during the Complaint Period was 

not attributable to Union Pacific’s train size practices. Union Pacific trains on the Sunset Limited 

Route are, on average, even longer now than they were during the Complaint Period,96 but Amtrak 

 
94 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Novak workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “AMT1 delays.” These 
calculations exclude delay attributable to Third Party – NOD, or “unused recovery time,” from the 
average minutes attributed to Third Party Delay because that unused recovery time is available to 
recover from FTI. 
95 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Novak workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Delay Comparison.” 
96 See Janke RVS at 15–16. 
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is attributing fewer delays and fewer delay minutes to FTI on Union Pacific’s portion of the Route, 

and Union Pacific is now earning contractual on-time performance payments.97 

Union Pacific has no incentive to operate trains longer than appropriate for its network. 

Union Pacific operates far more trains than Amtrak over its portion of the Sunset Limited Route, 

so delays attributable to train size practices would negatively impact Union Pacific more than 

Amtrak. Union Pacific has made an affirmative effort to increase train sizes to provide more 

efficient customer service and increase network capacity, and its effort has been accompanied by 

investments of more than $275 million in lengthening and adding sidings on the Route.98 The 

National Academies of Science, Engineering, and Medicine’s recent study on long freight trains 

recognizes the significant and unambiguously positive benefits of using long freight trains on 

corridors designed to handle long trains: 

When additional sidings on a corridor are extended to handle long 
trains, overall train delay actually decreases relative to the baseline 
operations with short trains. Since fewer long trains than short trains 
are required to transport the same amount of traffic, operation of 
long trains reduces train count and requires fewer meets (and 
associated delays) along the corridor. When the corridor has a 
sufficient number of long sidings to provide operational flexibility, 
long trains can reduce mainline train delay and improve mainline 
transit times.99 

Amtrak offers no support for its claims regarding Union Pacific’s train size practices. 

During the Complaint Period, the Sunset Limited was delayed too much by longer and shorter 

trains. Amtrak provides no analysis distinguishing the effects of train length from the effects of 

congestion and crew shortages during the Complaint Period. Amtrak instead describes a series of 

 
97 See Novak RVS at 5–6, 16. 
98 See Janke RVS at 10–11. 
99 National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, Long Freight Trains: Ensuring 
Safe Operations, Mitigating Adverse Impacts 91 (2024) (“Long Freight Trains”), 
https://doi.org/10.17226/27807. 
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meaningless, flawed statistics.100 For example, Amtrak observes that Union Pacific operates many 

trains that are longer than the shortest siding they pass on a route.101 However, if Union Pacific 

could not operate trains longer than the shortest siding on their routes, then trains moving to and 

from Southern California would be limited by the 4,473-foot siding at West Garnet on the Yuma 

Subdivision—which would be an absurd outcome given that the siding is adjacent to a double-

track main segment. 

Moreover, the National Academies’ study makes clear that it is not necessary to extend 

every passing siding along a corridor in order to handle long trains without increasing train delay: 

The exact number of long sidings required to mitigate the delay 
impacts of long trains is a function of the relative size of the short 
and long trains, and the traffic level along the corridor. In all 
simulated cases, it was not necessary to extend every passing siding 
along the corridor in order to handle long trains without increasing 
train delay. A number of short sidings can still remain, reducing the 
capital expense of introducing long train operations, and providing 
additional flexibility for meets with passenger trains or shorter local 
freight trains. Thus, train length is not governed by the shortest 
siding length along a corridor, but the predominant siding length 
along the corridor.102 

Furthermore, Amtrak and its consultants generally ignore the presence of double-main 

track in their statistics regarding train lengths and sidings. In other words, Amtrak treats double-

 
100 Among other errors discussed below, Amtrak’s consultants identify trains that have train 
symbols beginning with the letter “Q” as “Priority Manifest” trains. At one time, Union Pacific 
operated priority manifest trains and designed those trains with symbols beginning with “Q.” 
However, Union Pacific discontinued that practice before the beginning of the Complaint Period. 
As Union Pacific explained in its root cause analyses, trains with a “Q” symbol during the 
Complaint Period were non-Union Pacific trains—primarily BNSF trains. See also Union Pacific 
Railroad Company’s Response and Objections to Amtrak’s First Set of Interrogatories, STB 
Docket No. NOR 42175 at 8 (Oct. 13, 2023) (“UP discontinued the use of the Q train category in 
2019.”) (attached to Amtrak’s Opening Statement as Amtrak Exhibit 4). 
101 See Amtrak Op. at 35. 
102 Long Freight Trains at 91. 
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main segments with no sidings like single-main segments with no sidings.103 Thus, Amtrak 

observes Union Pacific has no siding over 10,000 feet on the Alhambra Subdivision,104 while 

neglecting to report 32% of the Alhambra Subdivision is double-track main line.105 Similarly, 

Amtrak’s consultants identify { } sidings in “single-track territory” that are shorter than 

passing trains on average,106 while ignoring that most of those sidings are adjacent to double-main 

segments.107 Amtrak’s consultants also report that Union Pacific’s premium intermodal trains, 

which primarily operated over the Sunset Limited Route between Southern California and El Paso, 

on average would not fit into { }108 while ignoring that the trains’ 

operations over the Route are primarily over double-main track on the Alhambra, Yuma, Gila, and 

Lordsburg Subdivisions.109 

Amtrak also provides no analysis to support its claims. Instead, Amtrak and its consultants 

recite raw numbers and percentages. Taken at face value, some of Amtrak’s data imply railroads 

should not have any sidings: Amtrak’s consultants report approximately { } of trains exceeded 

the length of all sidings they passed but were responsible for just { }of FTI delays.110 Amtrak 

may have avoided providing analyses because its efforts to link FTI delays to specific Union 

 
103 See, e.g., Amtrak Op., Verified Statement of Robert Mulholland and Timothy Crowley 
(“Peabody VS”) at 38, Table No. 12. 
104 See Amtrak Op. at 41. 
105 See Janke RVS at 9, Table 1. 
106 See Peabody VS at 40, Table No. 13. Amtrak’s consultants also mistakenly identify Acolita as 
a siding on a single-main segment. 
107 Amtrak refers to its consultants’ Table No. 13 in its Opening Statement, reporting that {  

} sidings are west of El Paso, see Amtrak Op. at 41, while ignoring that approximately 80% 
of the Route west of El Paso is double-track main line, see Janke RVS at 9, Table 1. 
108 See Peabody VS at 41, Table No. 14. 
109 See Janke RVS at 9, Table 1; see also Peabody VS at 42, Table No. 15 (ignoring double-main 
segments when presenting statistics regarding trains longer than sidings they passed). 
110 See Peabody VS at 42, Table No. 15. 
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Pacific trains and train length data accounted for just {{ }} of FTI delay minutes reported 

during the Complaint Period.111 Because of incomplete or inaccurate reporting by Amtrak 

conductors responsible for recording and attributing delays, Amtrak could not identify the freight 

trains associated with the other {{ }}—assuming it correctly linked the first {{ }}112 

Moreover, Amtrak’s reporting does not address the lengths of freight trains involved in all the 

interactions with the Sunset Limited that caused no delay to the Sunset Limited. As a result, Amtrak 

does not show any meaningful relationship between train size and delays to the Sunset Limited.113 

Although Amtrak asserts that Union Pacific failed to align its operating practices with existing 

physical infrastructure, Amtrak never states what Union Pacific must do differently—other than 

suggest that trains should never be longer than the shortest siding on a route. 

Even if Amtrak refined its methods to account for double-main segments, linked all FTI 

delay to specific trains, and addressed interactions that did not delay the Sunset Limited, its efforts 

would not change the conclusion: Union Pacific can provide the Sunset Limited contractual on-

time service using current train sizes and physical infrastructure because it is doing so today. 

Union Pacific also performed its own analysis of the correlation between train length and 

minutes of delay attributed to FTI. Union Pacific was able to link a much higher percentage of 

 
111 See id. at 33–34, 34 n.97. 
112 Amtrak conductors often failed to record locomotive numbers of freight trains allegedly causing 
FTI or recorded a number that did not correspond to any freight train operating in the area. See 
Janke RVS at 16 n.27. 
113 Even Amtrak’s linked data could not be used to show a relationship between train length and 
delays. Amtrak does not actually report the length of each train when it caused a delay. Rather, its 
consultants calculated the longest length of each train as it moved along the route, picking up and 
setting out cars, then averaged those data by train symbol, then associated that average longest 
length with delays they were able to link to specific trains/symbols. See Peabody VS, Exhibit No. 5 
n.3 (“Average Longest Train Length”). 
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delays to trains than Amtrak—Union Pacific linked 93% of FTI delays.114 Union Pacific’s analysis 

shows there is essentially no correlation between train length and minutes of delay that Amtrak 

attributed to FTI.115 

c) Union Pacific’s train scheduling practices did not cause the 
Sunset Limited’s substandard performance. 

Amtrak also fails to support its claim that the Sunset Limited’s substandard performance 

during the Complaint Period was attributable to Union Pacific’s train scheduling practices. 

Amtrak’s claim that a “significant number” of FTI delays were “driven by” {  

}116 ignores that almost all freight trains moving any significant distance on the 

Sunset Limited Route could be characterized as { } 

Amtrak does not identify a Union Pacific freight train schedule that imposes any delay on the 

Sunset Limited by design, much less a schedule that inherently results in lengthy meets or follows.  

Amtrak’s observation that certain freight trains appeared to cause multiple delays117 also 

says nothing useful regarding Union Pacific’s scheduling practices. A review of the data shows 

delays are driven by the distance and number of times a freight train operated on the Sunset Limited 

Route—that is, the number of potential interactions with the Sunset Limited.118 Again, Amtrak 

does not show any freight train’s schedule by design would delay the Sunset Limited. 

Amtrak’s general suggestion that Union Pacific should have been able to avoid all FTI 

delay give its awareness of the Sunset Limited schedules119 is unrealistic for three related reasons. 

 
114 See Janke RVS at 16. 
115 See id. at 17. 
116 Amtrak Op. at 33. 
117 See Amtrak Op. at 33–34; see also Peabody VS at 36–37. 
118 See Peabody VS, Exhibit No. 5. 
119 See Amtrak Op. at 45. 
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First, as discussed above, some FTI is inevitable and thus included in developing Amtrak 

schedules. On a busy section of railroad like the Sunset Limited Route, Union Pacific cannot ensure 

freight trains never cause Sunset Limited delays, especially given the variability inherent in railroad 

operations. Even with perfect scheduling, on some occasions the Sunset Limited will arrive at a 

planned meet location first and will have to wait for the freight train’s arrival.120 On other 

occasions, the Sunset Limited will have to slow or stop because an unplanned incident required 

slowing or stopping a freight train scheduled to operate well ahead of the Sunset Limited. On still 

other occasions, a plan to use a siding or second track for a meet or an overtake will be disrupted 

by an unplanned incident, requiring the Sunset Limited to stop earlier for a meet or to follow a 

freight train for a period of time. 

Second, many of the longer delays the Sunset Limited experienced during the Complaint 

Period involved incidents that occurred before it was expected to arrive in the affected area, but 

the incident was not resolved until after it arrived. As discussed above, during the Complaint 

Period, when a freight train was delayed by a mechanical incident or because its crew reached their 

hours-of-service limit, the initial delay was often compounded by crew availability issues. For 

example, Amtrak recorded a 171-minute delay to Sunset Limited Train 1 (AMT1-11) on the 

Glidden Subdivision on November 12, 2022, when an eastbound rock train stopped on the main 

line {

 
120 When the Sunset Limited experiences less delay than expected on one segment, it will likely 
experience FTI on the next segment, because it will arrive earlier than expected at the next planned 
meet location. 
When the Sunset Limited arrives at a meet location before the freight train, placing the Sunset 
Limited in a siding and allowing the freight train to make the meet at track speed usually minimizes 
the delay to the Sunset Limited, because the Sunset Limited would otherwise wait longer on the 
main line as the freight train slowed down enough to clear into the siding. See Batt RVS at 20. 
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}121 

Third, many of the longer delays the Sunset Limited experienced during the Complaint 

Period occurred when the freight train, the Sunset Limited, or both trains were running substantially 

behind schedule. In many cases, Union Pacific’s congestion and crew issues caused or 

compounded the delays, but the delays had nothing to do with Union Pacific’s freight schedules. 

For example, Amtrak recorded a total of 60 minutes of delay to Sunset Limited Train 2 (AMT2-

09) on the Yuma Subdivision on September 9, 2022, when AMT2-09 followed an intermodal train 

in double-main territory before overtaking the train. At the time, AMT2-09 was operating nearly 

two hours behind schedule, and {  

}122 

d) Union Pacific’s crew management practices did not cause the 
Sunset Limited’s substandard performance. 

Amtrak also fails to support its claim that the Sunset Limited’s substandard performance 

during the Complaint Period was attributable to Union Pacific’s crew management practices. 

Amtrak is correct in stating the Sunset Limited experienced an unacceptable number of delays 

caused by crew hours-of-service issues during the Complaint Period. However, those delays were 

caused by the congestion and crew shortages described above, not Union Pacific’s crew 

management practices. 

Union Pacific has no incentive to allow crews to reach their hours-of-service limit when 

trains are occupying main lines or sidings far from crew change points. Union Pacific operates far 

more trains than Amtrak over its portion of the Sunset Limited Route, so delays attributable to crew 

 
121 See UP Select Delays RCA at 22. 
122 See UP Train 2 RCA at 369. 
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management practices would negatively impact Union Pacific more than Amtrak. Union Pacific 

has developed robust practices and supporting systems to monitor crew hours of service. As Union 

Pacific explained to the Board: 

When a crew goes on duty, their hours of service remaining are 
tracked and updated in real time. The information appears on several 
types of electronic records that are updated in real time, so the Train 
Management Team can continuously monitor crew hours of service 
and plan to move the train off the mainline if the crew will expire 
before reaching a crew change point. 

For example, the Train Management Team uses electronic “Train 
Sheets” and “On Duty Sheets” (among other data sources) that 
identify all on-duty trains in a particular area and report, among 
other information, remaining hours of service for the crew. On these 
reports, hours of service information is color-coded to draw 
attention to crews nearing expiration, so the Train Management 
Team can address the issue well before the crew expires. 

In addition, CADX is programmed to alert dispatchers to hours of 
service issues by making the train symbol blink on dispatchers’ 
display screens when crews are within three and a half hours of 
expiring, and dispatchers can retrieve more detailed information on 
crew hours of service remaining through their CADX displays. 

Union Pacific’s UP Vision system can be used to provide a broad 
overview of trains that are ahead of schedule or behind schedule and 
a function that identifies trains for which there is a recrew risk—i.e., 
trains with crews that might expire before reaching their designated 
crew change point.123 

These same robust practices and systems were in place throughout the Complaint Period. These 

practices and systems did not entirely prevent crews from expiring on main line track or the 

compounding of delays during the recrew process. However, they prevented conditions from 

becoming even worse by allowing dispatchers to identify and prioritize trains with crews running 

short on hours of service, so fewer crew expired at locations where their trains would have further 

congested the Sunset Limited Route and further delayed the Sunset Limited. 

 
123 UP’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 36–37. 
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The evidentiary record shows freight trains experienced the same types of delays from 

hours-of-service issues as the Sunset Limited. The record also shows that when freight trains and 

the Sunset Limited were both stopped because of the same hours-of-service incident, Union Pacific 

prioritized the Sunset Limited once all trains could resume movement. For example, Amtrak 

recorded a 124-minute delay to Sunset Limited Train 2 (AMT2-23) on the Yuma Subdivision on 

September 24, 2022, when the crew of a manifest train reached their hours-of-service limit and 

stopped on a single-main segment. Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows {  

 

 

 

 

}124 Although Amtrak asserts Union Pacific dispatchers improperly prioritized the 

movement of freight trains when addressing hours-of-service issues, Amtrak never identifies a 

single such incident and specifies what a dispatcher could have done differently without 

compromising the overall fluidity of the network for both freight and passenger transportation. 

e) Union Pacific’s directional operations and practices regarding 
double-main track did not cause the Sunset Limited’s 
substandard performance. 

Amtrak also fails to support its claims that the Sunset Limited’s substandard performance 

during the Complaint Period was attributable to Union Pacific’s use of directional operations and 

Union Pacific’s practices regarding double-main track.125 Union Pacific’s use of directional 

operations and double-main track provide substantial benefits to Amtrak. 

 
124 See UP Select Delays RCA at 37; see also Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Batt Additional 
Root Cause Support_HC.zip.” 
125 See, e.g., Amtrak Op. at 43–45 and examples listed in Table 5. 
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Union Pacific operates directionally in the corridor between Houston and Beaumont, 

generally routing westbound trains (including Sunset Limited Train 1) over the Houston 

Subdivision and eastbound trains (including Sunset Limited Train 2) over the Beaumont 

Subdivision, as shown in the schematic below. This practice effectively increases line capacity and 

service reliability for all trains operating in the corridor by reducing the number of meets that 

would otherwise occur.126 

Houston to Beaumont Directional Operations

 

 
The evidentiary record shows the Sunset Limited was not delayed by operating 

directionally between Houston and Beaumont during the Complaint Period. Sunset Limited trains 

moving between the Houston Station and the Beaumont Station have essentially the same average 

run time on both subdivisions.127 Further, the run-time comparison does not reveal the benefits of 

directional operations for the Sunset Limited because it does not show what would happen if Union 

 
126 See Batt RVS at 25. 
127 See UP’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 38–39. 
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Pacific routinely routed Train 2 via the Houston Subdivision rather than the Beaumont 

Subdivision. To address that issue, Erin Batt shows in her reply verified statement how routing 

Train 2 via the Beaumont Subdivision allows it to avoid delays from meets that would occur if 

Train 2 had to run against the flow of freight traffic on Houston Subdivision.128 Union Pacific’s 

dispatching decisions ultimately depend on current route conditions, so the Sunset Limited can be 

operated against the directional flow when that option appears to be more expeditious.129 

Union Pacific invests in double-main track when demand for capacity on a line cannot be 

met using single-main track and sidings. Amtrak benefits from Union Pacific’s investment in 

double-main track because the increased capacity and reliability allow it to maintain faster 

schedules than would be possible if Union Pacific operated only using single-main track.130 

Double-main track provides all the benefits of directional operations and more. Double-main track 

not only increases capacity by eliminating the need to stop trains for routine meets, but it also 

improves service reliability by allowing railroads to move trains around temporary track 

blockages. Double-main track also gives dispatchers more opportunities to arrange for faster trains 

to overtake slower trains than are available on single-main track with sidings.131 

However, Amtrak argues Union Pacific should use second main tracks solely as sidings for 

freight trains that might slow or stop the Sunset Limited. Specifically, Amtrak complains about 

delays that occur because dispatchers will not stop opposing traffic on one main line to allow 

Sunset Limited trains to overtake slower freight trains when the Sunset Limited is following freight 

 
128 See Batt RVS at 25–26. 
129 See id. at 26–27; see also UP’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 39–40. 
130 Cf. Union Pacific Reply Exhibit A, Art III, § 3.1.A (“The routes, schedules and consists of 
Amtrak Trains shall be compatible with the existing physical capabilities of UP.”). 
131 See Batt RVS at 22. 
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trains on other main line.132 However, Amtrak’s proposed approach would undermine the purpose 

of investing in double-main track. Stopping opposing traffic on double-main track to facilitate 

overtakes would significantly reduce the capacity benefits from double-main track and potentially 

cause delays to ripple through the network. Imagine a busy two-lane highway where each lane 

allows traffic to flow in opposite directions. Amtrak is essentially proposing that vehicles traveling 

in the eastbound direction stop anytime a westbound vehicle is trailing a slower vehicle. Such a 

practice might help faster westbound vehicles overtake slower ones, at least temporarily, but it 

would quickly create a severely congested highway. To avoid such congestion, dispatchers are 

therefore instructed not to use the second main track for freight or passenger train overtakes unless 

there is no opposing traffic on the other line. Determining whether sufficient time and space exist 

to accommodate an overtake on double-main track requires dispatchers to exercise significant 

judgment and experience to maintain safe and efficient operations.133 

Union Pacific’s practices involving directional operations and double-track have not 

changed since the Complaint Period, and yet Union Pacific is providing contractual on-time 

service for the Sunset Limited. If Amtrak wants Union Pacific to construct additional track or 

sidings solely to accommodate Amtrak operations, Amtrak has the right to request and pay for 

such improvements under the Operating Agreement.134 

f) Freight train mechanical issues and other operating issues did 
not cause the Sunset Limited’s substandard performance. 

Amtrak also fails to support its claim that the Sunset Limited’s substandard performance 

during the Complaint Period was attributable to freight train mechanical issues. Union Pacific has 

 
132 See, e.g., Amtrak Op. at 41 n.129; see also id. at 43–45 & examples listed in Table 5. 
133 See Batt RVS at 23–24. 
134 See Union Pacific Reply Exhibit A, Art. IV, § 4.3. 

PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED
PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER



42 
 

no incentive to adopt practices that cause freight trains to experience mechanical issues. As 

discussed above, Union Pacific operates far more trains than Amtrak over its portion of the Sunset 

Limited Route, so delays attributable to mechanical issues would negatively impact Union Pacific 

more than Amtrak. Amtrak provides a laundry list of mechanical issues that delayed the Sunset 

Limited, but the list includes the types of events one would expect to see over an extended period 

on a busy route like the Sunset Limited Route. 

The evidentiary record confirms that when one freight train suffered a mechanical incident, 

other freight trains experienced the same types of delays from that mechanical issue as the Sunset 

Limited. For example, Amtrak recorded a 180-minute delay to Sunset Limited Train 1 (AMT1-12) 

on the Glidden Subdivision on August 13, 2022, when a westbound manifest train experienced an 

emergency. Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows {  

 

 

}135 

The Sunset Limited was also delayed by mechanical issues affecting its own equipment 

during the Complaint Period. Over the course of 365 days, Amtrak attributed 227 delays to its own 

locomotive failures,136 including: 

• 376 minutes on January 2, 2022, between El Paso and Deming, on Train 1. 

• 284 minutes on January 2, 2022, between San Antonio and Hondo, on Train 1. 

• 283 minutes on August 26, 2022, in El Paso, on Train 1. 

 
135 See UP Select Delays RCA at 18. 
136 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Amtrak Delay Data.xlsx,” Tab “ENG Delays – 0002” 
(derived from Amtrak’s Sept. 2023 Resp. “Sunset Detailed Delay Listing Table” 
(AMTRAK_STB_NATIVE_0002)). 

PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED
PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER



43 
 

• 186 minutes on October 10, 2021, between Live Oak and Schriever, on Train 1. 

• 160 minutes on February 27, 2022, in Los Angeles, on Train 2. 

• 136 minutes on June 12, 2022, between El Paso and Sierra Blanca, on Train 2. 

• 130 minutes on March 13, 2022, at San Antonio, on Train 2. 

• 116 minutes on April 15, 2022, between Benson and Lordsburg, on Train 2. 

• 99 minutes on January 1, 2022, between El Paso and Deming, on Train 2. 

• 89 minutes on December 26, 2021, at San Antonio, on Train 2. 

• 74 minutes on January 2, 2022, between Los Angeles and El Monte, on Train 2. 

• 70 minutes on January 2, 2022, between Deming and El Paso, on Train 2. 

• 61 minutes on December 5, 2021, between Sanderson and Alpine, on Train 1. 

• 58 minutes on June 5, 2022, between El Paso and Deming, on Train 1. 

As discussed above, Union Pacific was not the only rail carrier experiencing service problems 

during the Complaint Period. 

Amtrak also fails to support its claim that delays from maintenance-of-way overstays and 

trains blocking station platforms caused the Sunset Limited’s substandard performance during the 

Complaint Period.137 Once again, Amtrak has identified delays caused by normal variability in 

railroad operations. Allowing maintenance-of-way crews to overstay their planned maintenance 

windows is often the most efficient way to complete maintenance that for whatever reason takes 

longer than expected, thereby avoiding greater delay than would stem from an additional 

maintenance window than the extended window creates.138 With regard to station platforms, Union 

Pacific already has a policy that prohibits occupancy of station platforms when passenger trains 

 
137 See Amtrak Op. at 51–52 & examples in Table 9. 
138 See Batt RVS at 28. 
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are scheduled to an ive, but freight trains can still experience mechanical issues and encounter 

other issues before Amtrak 's scheduled arrival that are not resolved by the time Amtrak an ives. 139 

Union Pacific's root cause analyses explained the causes of the delays identified by Amtrak. 140 

g) Other Union Pacific policies, practices, and procedures 
identified by Amtrak did not compound delays to the Sunset 
Limited during the Complaint Period. 

Finally, Amtrak fails to support its claim that delays to the Sunset Limited were 

compounded by Union Pacific's dispatcher training, computer-aided dispatching system, train 

scheduling software, and compliance practices. 141 Amtrak's complaints about these practices veer 

off into claims about preference violations, which are addressed in Section V.B. The short answer 

to Amtrak's practice claims is that Union Pacific has not substantially changed its practices, yet it 

is now earning contractual perf01mance payments for providing on-time se1v ice to the Sunset 

Limited. 

Amtrak falsely asserts Union Pacific has obligations to ensure train dispatchers to "comply 

with federal law on [Customer OTP]" and to "monitor compliance with its federal legal obligation 

to comply with the [Customer OTP] Minimum Standard." 142 As discussed in more detail below, 

Union Pacific has no legal oh ligation to comply with Congress's on-time perfonrnmce st.an<lar<l or 

the FRA's Customer OTP metric. Union Pacific's only on-time performance obligation to Amtrak 

is established in the Operating Agreement. Union Pacific is willing to help Amtrak achieve 

139 See id. at 27. 
140 Amtrak' s example involving a sixteen-minute delay to Train 1 on September 20, 2022, did not 
involve a train that could not reach a station latfo1m· rather Union Pacific's root cause anal sis 
shows 

141 See Amtrak Op. at 52- 55. 
142 Id. at 54, 54-55. 
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Customer OTP but is not required by law to design and operate its network so the Sunset Limited 

achieves Customer OTP, especially at the cost of service to Union Pacific’s freight customers. 

B. Misalignment between the Sunset Limited’s current schedules and the 
Customer OTP metric contributed to the Sunset Limited’s substandard 
performance during the Complaint Period. 

Amtrak’s substandard performance during the Complaint Period was attributable in part to 

misalignment between Sunset Limited schedules and the FRA’s Customer OTP metric. The 

misalignment is even more apparent now that Union Pacific is meeting its on-time performance 

obligation under the Operating Agreement, while the Sunset Limited is still falling short of 

Congress’s on-time performance standard. Amtrak’s failure to acknowledge the schedule 

alignment problem is particularly inexplicable in light of the FRA’s recognition when it adopted 

the Customer OTP metric that “Amtrak’s published train schedules [had] not been designed with 

a [C]ustomer OTP metric in mind.”143 Union Pacific remains willing to work with Amtrak to align 

Sunset Limited schedules with Customer OTP. However, Amtrak must accept the schedule 

alignment process requires extending the Sunset Limited’s current schedules—something Amtrak 

has refused to consider. 

1. The Sunset Limited’s current schedules are aligned with Contract OTP, 
not Customer OTP. 

Union Pacific’s obligation to provide on-time service for the Sunset Limited is governed 

by the Operating Agreement. The Operating Agreement contains an on-time performance metric 

and standard, called Contract OTP. The Operating Agreement does not require Union Pacific to 

ensure the Sunset Limited achieves on-time performance as measured by the FRA’s Customer OTP 

metric or Congress’s on-time performance standard. When Congress enacted PRIIA, it recognized 

 
143 Metrics and Minimum Standards for Intercity Passenger Rail Service, 85 Fed. Reg. 72,971, 
72,979 (Nov. 16, 2020). 
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host carriers' obligations to provide on-time service were still governed by their agreements with 

Amtrak.144 

Union Pacific's contractual commitment to provide on-time service to Amtrak is tied 

directly to the patties' agreement on specific passenger schedules. 145 In the Operating Agreement, 

Union Pacific agreed to "make eve1y reasonable effmt" to "deliver Amtrak Trains to all scheduled 

passenger stops on UP by the scheduled time therefor." 146 The Operating Agreement incmporates 

specific schedules and prohibits Amtrak from modifying the schedules "without UP's 

approval."147 When Union Pacific considers a change requested by Amtrak or proposes a change 

itself, it carefully evaluates whether the new schedule will allow it to meet its contractual on-time 

commitment- that is, whether the schedule is aligned with Contract OTP. 148 

The Operating Agreement establishes the rules for evaluating Contract OTP. The patt ies 

agreed to a contrnct origin for each passenger route, checkpoints along each route, and mles for 

detennining whether a trip is on time at each checkpoint. 149 Union Pacific is entitled to a 

pe1fonnance payment if the percentage of on-time perfo1mance of an Amtrak train at a checkpoint 

144 See PRIIA § 207(c) (codified at 49 U.S.C. § 24101 note) (encomaging Amtrak andhostcaITiers 
to inc01porate the new on-time metric and standard into their agreements "[t]o the extent 
practicable"). 
145 See Novak RVS at 2. 
146 Union Pacific Reply Exhibit A, Alt. III, § 3.3. 
147 Id. , App. V.E. 
148 See Novak RVS at 2- 3. 
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is 80% or more in a month, and a penalty is assessed if the percentage of on-time performance of 

an Amtrak train at a checkpoint is less than 70% in a month.150 

Contract OTP is designed to address only Union Pacific’s performance.  

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 Delays not attributable to Union Pacific can have a significant impact on 

Amtrak’s actual on-time performance. For example, during the Complaint Period, although 

Amtrak attributed most Sunset Limited delays to host railroads, approximately 21% were attributed 

to Amtrak and approximately 8% were attributed to third parties.154 

The Sunset Limited’s current schedules are not aligned with Customer OTP. Customer OTP 

is not evaluated using the same rules as Contract OTP. The Customer OTP metric is “the 

percentage of all customers on an intercity passenger rail train who arrive at their detraining point 

 
150 Id., App. V.B, C. 
151 Id., App. V.A.1(b). 
152 Id., App. V.A.1(c), (d). 
153 Id., App. V.A.3(c). 
154 See Novak RVS at 4. 
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no later than 15 minutes after their published scheduled arrival time, reported by train and 

route.”155 Customer OTP therefore depends upon on-time arrival at every station on a route, not 

an agreed-upon set of checkpoints. In addition, Customer OTP does not distinguish between the 

performances of individual host carriers on routes with multiple host carriers. Customer OTP also 

does not distinguish between delays attributable to host railroads, on the one hand, and delays 

attributable to Amtrak, third parties, and natural forces, on the other hand. 

Union Pacific cannot ensure Sunset Limited trains achieve Customer OTP based on 

schedules aligned with Contract OTP. Application of Customer OTP and Contract OTP to the 

same facts can produce different conclusions about whether a train is on time. For example, on 

January 2, 2022, Sunset Limited Train 1 incurred 376 minutes of delay because its engine failed—

a delay attributable to Amtrak. Union Pacific achieved 100% Contract OTP, while the train 

achieved just 7.9% Customer OTP.156 Similarly, on July 31, 2022, Sunset Limited Train 2 incurred 

109 minutes of delay because of engine failure and problems with Positive Train Control—delays 

both attributable to Amtrak. Union Pacific achieved 100% Contract OTP, while the train achieved 

just 26% Customer OTP.157 

A broader view of the misalignment between the Sunset Limited’s current schedules and 

Customer OTP can be seen by comparing overall Contract OTP and Customer OTP for the Sunset 

Limited. As shown in Section III.A, in the twelve-month period from October 2023 through 

September 2024, Union Pacific’s overall Contract OTP exceeded 80% in every month except two. 

By contrast, Customer OTP on the Sunset Limited never exceeded 72%. Union Pacific is 

 
155 49 C.F.R. § 273.5. 
156 See Novak RVS at 5. 
157 See id. 
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performing as promised in the Operating Agreement, but the agreed-upon schedules do not allow 

Amtrak to achieve Customer OTP.  

Union Pacific has told Amtrak it is willing to help Amtrak achieve Customer OTP, but the 

Sunset Limited’s current schedules must be modified and extended to align them with Customer 

OTP.158 

2. Amtrak has resisted Union Pacific’s efforts to align Sunset Limited 
schedules with Customer OTP. 

Amtrak has refused to align Sunset Limited schedules with Customer OTP.159 Amtrak’s 

statements in this proceeding reveal the reason for the impasse: Amtrak says it will “not base its 

schedule[s] on the assumption that host railroads will violate Amtrak’s statutory right to 

preference”160 and believes Sunset Limited trains do not consistently achieve Customer OTP under 

current schedules because host railroads are not providing preference.161 Amtrak says Union 

Pacific should be required “to implement operating and other adjustments before modifying the 

schedule.”162 More specifically, Amtrak contends preference requires Union Pacific to “reduc[e] 

the number of non-fitting trains dispatched during Sunset Limited service, better manag[e] freight 

crews, or adjust[] freight schedules,”163 and “expand[] [its] workforce.”164 Amtrak even claims 

 
158 See id. at 6. 
159 See id. at 7. 
160 Amtrak’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 55. 
161 See Amtrak Op. at 105. 
162 Id. at 106. 
163 Id. at 105. 
164 Id. at 106. 
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Union Pacific must refuse additional business if increased volumes could result in delays to 

Amtrak.165 

Union Pacific addresses Amtrak’s erroneous view of preference in Part IV. If the Board 

rejects Amtrak’s view of preference, Union Pacific expects Amtrak would be more open to 

considering modifications to align Sunset Limited schedules with Customer OTP. The Sunset 

Limited’s schedules must be changed if Amtrak wants to achieve Customer OTP, and Amtrak’s 

non-preference-related rationales for rejecting schedule changes lack merit. 

a) The Sunset Limited’s current schedules must be modified to 
align them with Customer OTP. 

Aligning the Sunset Limited’s schedules with Customer OTP will require extending the 

overall schedule and shifting certain allocations of recovery time and miscellaneous time currently 

included in the schedule. The details of Union Pacific’s current proposal for modifying the 

schedules are set forth in the reply verified statement of Katherine Novak.166 

A particularly notable example of the need to modify Sunset Limited schedules, which also 

illustrates some of the fundamental differences between Contract OTP and Customer OTP, 

involves the BNSF-Union Pacific interchange of Train 1 at Iowa Jct.167 As shown below, Train 1 

is currently scheduled to arrive at Iowa Jct. at 2:22 p.m. However, Train 1 is also scheduled to 

depart Iowa Jct. at 1:43 p.m., travel 13.6 miles, and arrive in Lake Charles at 1:53 p.m.—that is, 

29 minutes before it is scheduled to arrive at Iowa Jct. 

 
165 See Amtrak’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 55 (“To the extent capacity is consumed due to railroad 
operating decision, or volume increases, such reductions in capacity will be treated as delays.”). 
166 See Novak RVS at 17–21; see also Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Novak workpapers.xlsx,” 
Tabs “Train 1 MoWeSa” & “Train 2 SuWeFr.” 
167 See id. at 7–9. 
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Sunset Limited Train 1 Schedule (excerpt)168 

 
 

Under Contract OTP, the Sunset Limited’s inevitable late arrival at Lake Charles is not a problem 

for Union Pacific. BNSF hosts Train 1 east of Iowa Jct. Under the Operating Agreement, Iowa Jct. 

is Train 1’s contractual origin on Union Pacific, and its contract departure time is 1:43 p.m. 

Train 1’s first checkpoint is at San Antonio, where the contract arrival time is 12:05 a.m. the 

following day. If BNSF delivers Train 1 to Iowa Jct. at 2:22 p.m., rather than 1:43 p.m., the 39-

minute difference is added to the arrival time at San Antonio in evaluating Union Pacific’s 

performance under Contract OTP, as explained above. 

In fact, under Contract OTP, the current schedule benefits Amtrak, BNSF, and Union 

Pacific. BNSF has nowhere to hold the Sunset Limited at Iowa Jct., and Union Pacific has nowhere 

to hold the Sunset Limited at Lake Charles—Amtrak’s station platform is located on the main line. 

The schedule’s negative 39-minute adjustment allows Union Pacific to accept the Sunset Limited 

 
168 See Union Pacific Reply Exhibit B. 
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in interchange at Iowa Jct. when BNSF delivers the train (even if BNSF delivers the train early) 

while minimizing its dwell at Lake Charles. 

By contrast, under Customer OTP, the current schedule triggers a cascade of on-time 

service failures. Even when BNSF delivers Train 1 on time at 2:22 p.m., Union Pacific will 

necessarily deliver the train late to Lake Charles: under Customer OTP, Train 1 is late if it does 

not reach Lake Charles by 2:08 p.m. If Train 1 then continues to take the scheduled amount of run 

and dwell time as it continues west, it will arrive late at subsequent stations under Customer OTP. 

Sunset Limited schedules also have a broader alignment problem given that they do not 

sufficiently account for variability of railroad operations when measuring on-time performance 

using Customer OTP. Schedules designed to comply with Customer OTP generally need to be 

longer than schedules designed to comply with Contract OTP because they must include more 

recovery time. The schedules must include more recovery time for two reasons. First, achieving 

Customer OTP requires more recovery time than achieving Contract OTP because schedules need 

to include enough recovery time at each station to account for the fact that expected delays could 

arise between every set of adjacent stations, rather than just enough recover time to account for 

expected delays only at the checkpoints.169 Second, schedules designed to comply with Customer 

OTP need to include enough recovery time to account for delays attributable to other host carriers, 

Amtrak, and third-parties—delays that were not a concern when Union Pacific was negotiating 

schedules aligned with Contract OTP.170 

Amtrak’s statements in this proceeding show Amtrak does not understand the need to 

extend schedules to account for the increased impact of operational variability on Customer OTP. 

 
169 See Novak RVS at 9–10. 
170 See id. at 9. 
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In argumg schedule extensions are unwan:anted, Amb·ak notes the Sunset Limited achieved 

Customer OTP 5% of the time (i.e. , in sixteen of 296 complete runs) dming the Complaint 

Period.171 However, during the same time period, 95% of runs did not achieve Customer OTP, so 

the existence of sixteen successful runs does not show Sunset Limited schedules contain enough 

recove1y time at the right locations to allow Amb·ak to consistently achieve Customer OTP. 

Fmther, the difference between achieving Customer OTP and failing to achieve Customer OTP 

cannot be athibuted to preference violations, even under Amtrak's erroneous view that any freight 

b·ain interference constitutes a preference violation. As shown below, 160 out of 296 complete 

runs of the Sunset Limited (red box) did not achieve Customer OTP despite having the same or 

fewer minutes of freight train interference than the sixteen successful runs (green box). 172 

1200 I 
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Freight Train Interference and Customer OTP173 

• • 
• • 

• • 0---------------------------------0% 10% 20% 

171 See Amtrak Op. at 109. 
172 See Novak RVS at 11. 

30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
Customer OTP 

173 Id. al 12; see ulsu Union Pacific Reply Workpaper "Novak wurkpapen;.xlsx," Tau "FTI v 
Customer OTP.xlsx." 
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If Amtrak wants to ensure the Sunset Limited consistently achieves Customer OTP, it should work 

in good faith to negotiate an extension of the current schedules. 

b) Amtrak’s other objections to extending the Sunset Limited’s 
current schedules lack merit. 

While Amtrak raises several objections to extending the Sunset Limited’s current schedules 

that are not tied to its preference claims, those objections are meritless. 

First, Amtrak complains Union Pacific is seeking to change schedules it previously 

approved.174 However, as discussed above, Union Pacific approved the Sunset Limited’s current 

schedules for the purpose of determining on-time performance using Contract OTP. If Amtrak 

wants to consistently achieve Customer OTP, the Sunset Limited’s current schedules must be 

extended. 

Second, Amtrak suggests Union Pacific is being unreasonable because Amtrak and host 

carriers have certified more than 95% of published train schedules.175 However, Amtrak neglects 

to mention that Union Pacific and Amtrak have already certified 98 out of 104 published train 

schedules involving Union Pacific, or 94% of published train schedules. Union Pacific’s only 

uncertified schedules involve long-distance trains, including the Sunset Limited.176 

Further, the FRA’s data show Amtrak’s willingness to certify schedules does not mean the 

schedules can consistently achieve Customer OTP. As depicted in the figure below, over the most 

recent five quarters, only two of Amtrak’s fifteen long-distance routes achieved 80% Customer 

OTP, and then for only a single quarter. 

 
174 See Amtrak Op. at 101. 
175 See id. 
176 See Novak RVS at 13. 
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Amtrak Long-Distance Routes and Customer OTP (FY23 Q4-FY24 Q4)177 

 
 

Third, Amtrak says extending Sunset Limited schedules is unnecessary because the 

schedules already contain more recovery time and miscellaneous time than almost every other 

long-distance route.178 However, given the performance of Amtrak’s other long-distance routes, 

those schedules appear to lack sufficient recovery time and miscellaneous time to consistently 

achieve Customer OTP, so they provide no help in evaluating appropriate schedules for the Sunset 

Limited. 

Fourth, Amtrak says extending Sunset Limited schedules would impede its ability to 

operate a trip-time competitive service as mandated by Congress.179 However, Amtrak does not 

identify what it sees as its competitors or explain why a modest schedule increase would tip the 

 
177 See Federal Railroad Administration, Quarterly Report on the Performance and Service Quality 
of Intercity Passenger Train Operations: 4th Quarter of Fiscal Year 2024 (July 1, 2024 – Sept. 
30, 2024), https://railroads.dot.gov/sites/fra.dot.gov/files/2024-12/FY24%20Q4%20Performance
%20and%20Service%20Quality%20Report_PDFa.pdf 
178 See Amtrak Op. at 109. 
179 See id. at 102 (citing 49 U.S.C. § 24101(b)). 
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existing competitive balance. Amtrak certainly is not trip-time competitive with airline service. A 

nonstop flight from New Orleans to Los Angeles takes approximately 4.5 hours. Even for shorter 

distances, Amtrak is not trip-time competitive. For example, the Sunset Limited’s journey between 

Houston and El Paso takes 19 hours and 30 minutes, while driving takes approximately 10 hours 

and 40 minutes according to Google Maps. Passengers on Amtrak’s long-distance trains are not 

focused on trip-time. Amtrak recognizes this fact in its marketing, telling potential customers: 

“When you travel on an Amtrak train, it’s about more than just getting from place to place.”180 

And Amtrak does not appear to have considered whether modestly longer, but more consistently 

achievable schedules might attract more ridership. 

Finally, Amtrak says extending Sunset Limited schedules is unwarranted because it agreed 

to add time to the schedules in 1998 and 2005.181 Amtrak’s argument again confuses Contract OTP 

and Customer OTP. Union Pacific is not proposing to add time to Sunset Limited schedules to 

achieve Contract OTP. Union Pacific is proposing to add time to the Sunset Limited schedules to 

help Amtrak achieve Customer OTP. Moreover, the history of Sunset Limited schedule changes 

shows Union Pacific has no interest in making Sunset Limited schedules any longer than necessary. 

As Amtrak acknowledges, Union Pacific agreed to reduce Sunset Limited schedules in 2009 

because trains were arriving early and dwelling on tracks also used for freight service.182 Union 

Pacific has the same concern today, as discussed above in connection with Lake Charles. Indeed, 

any time the Sunset Limited is on Union Pacific track, whether main line or sidings, it is consuming 

 
180 Amtrak, Onboard, www.amtrak.com/onboard. 
181 See Amtrak Op. at 102. 
182 See Amtrak’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 58 n.40; Amtrak’s Dec. 2023 Resp. at 9. 
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capacity that could be used for freight traffic. Union Pacific therefore has every incentive to shorten 

schedules as much as possible.  

Union Pacific’s proposed schedule extensions are very modest. As Amtrak acknowledges, 

Sunset Limited schedules were longer between 2005 and 2009 than they are now. After the modest 

extensions Union Pacific proposes in Part VI, Sunset Limited Train 1’s schedule between New 

Orleans and Los Angeles would be 2,869 minutes, which is 26 minutes shorter than the schedule 

in place from 2005 to 2009. Sunset Limited Train 2’s schedule between Los Angeles and New 

Orleans would be 2,820 minutes, which is 30 minutes shorter than the schedule in place from 2005 

to 2009.183  

If Amtrak wants to achieve Customer OTP, it should agree to extend the Sunset Limited’s 

current schedules. 

IV. Union Pacific Provides Amtrak With Preference Over Freight Transportation. 

The Sunset Limited’s failure to achieve Congress’s standard for on-time performance is not 

attributable to any failure to provide preference to Amtrak. Contrary to Amtrak’s claims, Amtrak’s 

right to preference under 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c) does not require dispatchers to resolve all 

dispatching conflicts in Amtrak’s favor, regardless of the impact on freight service, or require host 

carriers to design and operate their networks to ensure Amtrak trains are always on time. Amtrak’s 

claims are inconsistent with statutory language, legislative history, and public policy. 

 
183 See Amtrak’s Dec. 2023 Resp. at 8–9 & “2005 Schedule Skeleton” 
(AMTRAK_STB_NATIVE_00046). 
In its December 5, 2023, submission to the Board referenced above, Amtrak miscalculated Sunset 
Limited Train 2’s total time between New Orleans and Los Angeles under the schedule in place 
from 2005 to 2009 because it excluded the Amtrak-hosted segment between Southport Jct. and 
New Orleans. The total time in the schedule was 2,850 minutes, not 2,805 minutes. See Novak 
RVS at 14 n33. 

PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED
PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER



58 
 

Amtrak’s preference under § 24308(c) means a dispatcher resolving a conflict between a 

freight train and an Amtrak train “in using a line, junction, or crossing” must give Amtrak’s 

interests greater weight. Giving Amtrak’s interests greater weight does not mean dispatchers must 

resolve every conflict in Amtrak’s favor. Dispatchers rely on experience and judgment to make 

hundreds of decisions in a constantly changing environment during each shift they work. 

Determining whether a host carrier failed to provide preference requires fact-specific analysis of 

the circumstances surrounding individual dispatching decisions. 

Union Pacific dispatchers give Amtrak preference as required by § 24308(c). Union Pacific 

instructs its dispatchers to give Amtrak preference and reinforces those instructions throughout 

their careers. Amtrak monitors Union Pacific’s compliance with the preference requirement by 

virtually standing over dispatchers’ shoulders. As Amtrak acknowledges, it “has real-time access 

to UP dispatch screens in the ordinary course of business.”184 Before Amtrak filed its Opening 

Statement, Amtrak personnel never once contacted their Union Pacific counterparts to complain 

an individual dispatching decision constituted a preference violation involving a Sunset Limited 

train during the Complaint Period.185 

Determined to attribute the Sunset Limited’s failure to meet Congress’s on-time 

performance standard to Union Pacific, Amtrak attempts to redefine and expand the very meaning 

of preference. 

 
184 Petition of Amtrak for Show Cause Order With Respect to the Preservation of Dispatch 
Playback Records, STB Docket No. NOR 42175 at 5 n.16 (Jan. 23, 2024). 
185 See Batt RVS at 19. 
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Amtrak insists preference is “absolute,”186 meaning a host carrier must resolve all 

dispatching decisions at a rail line, junction, or crossing in favor of Amtrak.187 Amtrak criticizes 

Union Pacific for instructing dispatchers that preference “‘does not mean they should disregard 

impacts to other trains or the network as a whole,’”188 arguing that “[t]his weighing of a ‘range of 

variables’ is not consistent with the unequivocal congressional mandate to provide Amtrak with 

preference over freight transportation.”189 However, Congress did not require host carriers to give 

Amtrak trains absolute preference, as shown by § 24308(c)’s text and the statute’s legislative 

history, which includes Amtrak’s own testimony to Congress that requiring dispatchers to “‘never 

let a freight train interfere,’ just is not a real-world approach.”190 

Amtrak also insists preference obligates host carriers to design and operate their networks 

to ensure Amtrak passengers reach their destinations on time.191 Amtrak’s claim ignores 

§ 23408(c)’s plain language, which establishes that preference involves resolving dispatching 

conflicts, not requiring host carriers to implement operating strategies to guarantee Amtrak trains 

operate on time. Host carriers’ obligations to provide Amtrak on-time service arise from their 

operating agreements with Amtrak, not the statutory preference requirement. 

Amtrak has not shown any preference violation in this proceeding. Nearly all Amtrak’s 

claims involve Union Pacific’s network design and operations, not dispatchers’ resolutions of 

conflicts between freight and passenger trains. When Amtrak does criticize dispatcher decisions, 

 
186 See Amtrak Op. at 68, 74. 
187 See id. at 64. 
188 Id. at 89 (quoting UP’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 31–32). 
189 Id. 
190 Financial Assistance to Amtrak: Hearings before the Subcomm. on Transp. & Aeronautics of 
the H. Comm. on Interstate & Foreign Commerce, 93d Cong. 32 (1973) (testimony of R. Lewis). 
191 See Amtrak Op. at 1. 
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it relies on absolute preference: it never specifies what dispatchers should have done differently 

and never shows such an alternative would not have compromised the overall fluidity of the 

network for both freight and passenger transportation. Amtrak thus fails to identify a single 

preference violation involving the Sunset Limited. 

The Board must reject Amtrak’s unsupportable redefinition and expansion of preference 

and Amtrak’s claim that Union Pacific committed preference violations during the Complaint 

Period. 

A. The Board must reject Amtrak’s attempt to redefine and expand Amtrak’s 
statutory right to preference. 

1. Amtrak’s claim to absolute preference is contrary to law and sound 
policy. 

Amtrak claims its right to preference is absolute because Congress vested Amtrak with a 

right to preference “in unequivocal terms.”192 However, the best reading of § 24308(c), given its 

language, history, and purpose, is that it requires a dispatcher resolving a conflict between a freight 

train and an Amtrak train to give Amtrak’s interests greater weight. Amtrak itself has repeatedly 

acknowledged preference cannot be absolute. 

a) Amtrak’s claim to absolute preference is inconsistent with the 
text of § 24308(c). 

Amtrak claims the “plain meaning” of “preference” in § 24308(c) requires host carriers to 

resolve every individual dispatching decision at a rail line, junction, or crossing in favor of 

Amtrak.193 But Congress did not require host carriers to resolve every individual dispatching 

decision in favor of Amtrak. Congress instead required host carriers to give Amtrak “preference.” 

In common usage, a preference for A over B does not mean A always wins. Amtrak’s own 

 
192 Amtrak Op. at 62. 
193 Id. at 63. 
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dictionary references show preference means giving an advantage to one over others when 

weighing choices.194 For example, a driver might prefer country roads over interstate highways, 

but after weighing timing, traffic, and other considerations, might decide to make a particular trip 

using a highway. In the context of § 24308(c), preference means dispatchers should give an 

advantage to Amtrak when weighing Amtrak’s interests against the interests of freight railroads 

and shippers, but the final balance can shift depending on the facts and circumstances of each case. 

Although Amtrak argues for absolute preference by straining to attribute significance to 

the grammar in the statute’s phrase, “a rail line, junction, or crossing,”195 the phrase only shows 

when and where preference is to be applied (i.e., when resolving individual dispatching conflicts 

in using a rail line, junction, or crossing). Although Amtrak claims the grammar means the “text 

does not authorize any balancing tests,”196 Amtrak’s own dictionary references show preference 

inherently involves balancing—preference is an advantage when weighing choices.197 Amtrak’s 

preference “in using a rail line, junction, or crossing” is not a directive to always clear or hold 

freight trains in favor of Amtrak trains regardless of the effect on the network. A statutory 

provision that “preference shall be given” in certain circumstances “does not delineate what that 

preference shall be.”198 

 
194 See id. at 63 (citing The Random House Dictionary of the English Language 1045 (defining 
“preference” as “a practical advantage given to one over others”); Webster’s New World 
Dictionary of the American Language 1122 (2d College ed. 1970) (defining “preference” as “a 
giving of priority or advantage to one person, country, etc. over others”)). 
195 Id. at 64. 
196 Id. 
197 See supra note 194. 
198 Brannan v. Elder, 341 U.S. 277, 286 (1951) (discussing hiring preferences for veterans); see 
also, e.g., Drelick v. City of Philadelphia, 1995 WL 447645, at *1 (E.D. Pa. July 28, 1995) (“That 
someone or something is preferred does not inherently mean that he or it must be selected. One 
may prefer a medical specialist to a general practitioner but select the latter when insurance 
(continued…) 
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b) Amtrak’s claim to absolute preference is inconsistent with the 
legislative history of § 24308(c). 

Although Amtrak says historical context supports its claim to absolute preference, Amtrak 

misrepresents that history and ignores legislative history showing Congress did not intend to 

provide Amtrak absolute preference over the interests of freight railroads and shippers. Indeed, 

Amtrak ignores its own role in the legislative history, specifically in warning Congress that 

requiring dispatchers to “‘never let a freight train interfere,’ just is not a real-world approach.”199 

Amtrak is incorrect in claiming its right to preference was part of the “public bargain that 

created Amtrak.”200 Congress created Amtrak in the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970201 in large 

part to improve the health of freight railroads, which “were suffering tremendous financial losses 

on the provision of passenger services.”202 In exchange for transferring passenger responsibilities 

to Amtrak, freight railroads were required to pay Amtrak approximately $200 million in cash and 

 
coverage, cost, convenience and any of a variety of factors are also considered. One may prefer a 
Cadillac to a Chevrolet but select the latter after also considering price, cost of collision coverage, 
maintenance costs and mileage per gallon.”); Antonio P. v. Ariz. Dep’t of Econ. Sec., 187 P.3d 
1115, 1118 (Ariz. Ct. App. 2008) (“Preference means a ‘choice or estimation above another.’ 
Preference does not mean that a certain choice or estimation is mandated.” (quoting Webster’s 
New International Dictionary 1787 (3d ed. 2002)); Orange Cty. Employees Ass’n v. County of 
Orange, 234 Cal. App. 3d 833, 842 (Cal. Ct. App. 1991) (“Use of the word ‘preference,’ without 
more, implies the exercise of judgment. Had the Legislature intended the local agencies to ‘select’ 
or ‘approve’ a particular kind of plan, it could easily have said so. It did not.”); cf. Haskell v. Time, 
Inc., 965 F. Supp. 1398, 1408–09 (E.D. Cal. 1997) (“The statement’s reference to ‘preference’ is 
entirely vague. Nothing specific is offered. The statement as to preference is a meaningless form 
of puffing.”). 
199 Financial Assistance to Amtrak: Hearings before the Subcomm. on Transp. & Aeronautics of 
the H. Comm. on Interstate & Foreign Commerce, 93d Cong. 32 (1973) (testimony of R. Lewis). 
200 See Amtrak Op. at 65. 
201 Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 (“RPSA”), Pub. L. No. 91-518, 84 Stat. 1327. 
202 Seaboard Coast Line R.R. Co. v. Nat’l R.R. Passenger Corp., 489 F. Supp. 916, 920 (M.D. Fla. 
1980), aff’d, 645 F.2d 513 (5th Cir. 1981). 
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rail passenger equipment.203 Amtrak and the freight railroads were to negotiate contracts defining 

the terms and conditions of passenger service over the host carriers’ lines.204 The Rail Passenger 

Service Act did not contain a preference requirement. Congress did not enact the preference 

requirement until the Amtrak Improvement Act of 1973, three years after Amtrak was created.205 

Amtrak signaled a conventional understanding of preference during the proceedings before 

Congress enacted the Amtrak Improvement Act. Amtrak President Roger Lewis rejected absolute 

preference when he acknowledged that requiring dispatchers to “‘never let a freight train interfere,’ 

just is not a real-world approach.”206 Mr. Lewis instead noted there “are cases in railroad 

operations, a number of them, where freight train interference might be justified”: 

For example, maybe in an operation in an area where you had a 
siding that would take five cars, which would be enough to 
accommodate that particular passenger train, but would not 
accommodate a 100-car freight train, it would be sensible to put the 
passenger train aside and get the freight train out of the way, not 
only for that segment, but for all of the operations that that train 
might later interfere with.207 

Amtrak’s testimony was consistent with pre-Amtrak industry practice, under which 

preference for passenger trains was never absolute. One month before Congress enacted the Rail 

Passenger Service Act, the ICC recognized that “discretion must be given to the dispatcher” in 

“day-to-day operation[s]” to delay passenger trains “to permit prompt movement of freight trains,” 

 
203 See Congressional Record at S 6540 (May 1, 1970); see also RPSA § 401(a)(2)–(3) (setting the 
formula for these payments). 
204 See RPSA § 402(a)(1) (codified as amended at 49 U.S.C. § 24308(a)). 
205 Amtrak Improvement Act of 1973, Pub. L. No. 93-146, 87 Stat. 552. 
206 Financial Assistance to Amtrak: Hearings before the Subcomm. on Transp. & Aeronautics of 
the H. Comm. on Interstate & Foreign Commerce, 93d Cong. 32 (1973) (testimony of R. Lewis). 
207 Id. 
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and thus “delays of passenger trains because of [a] carrier’s freight traffic” do not establish a 

“carrier policy to give freight traffic preference over passenger trains.”208 The ICC explained: 

In the day-to-day operation of any railroad discretion must be given 
to the dispatcher to assure safe movement of all trains and there are 
bound to be meet and passes requiring such actions.209 

Just a few years earlier, the ICC recognized freight railroads and dispatchers needed 

discretion to address circumstances in which the interests of efficient rail operations required 

passenger trains to clear or hold in favor of freight trains.210 The ICC observed: 

Operating conditions may dictate that passenger trains be 
sidetracked for long freight trains which will not fit the length of 
sidetracks, or for trains which are fleet operated, as where two to 
four trains, often including a passenger train, are operated in 
tandem.211 

Further, Congress did not invent the concept of passenger train preference. In the pre-

Amtrak period, railroads commonly used the term preference in trackage rights agreements to 

describe the dispatching treatment the line owner was required to provide the tenant’s passenger 

trains.212 Congress’s intent in enacting the preference requirement was to incorporate pre-Amtrak 

industry practice into the Rail Passenger Service Act. 

Amtrak does not point to any evidence Congress intended to enact a preference requirement 

that Amtrak itself acknowledged “is not a real-world approach” and would impose greater 

restrictions on dispatcher discretion than pre-Amtrak industry practice. To support its claim that 

 
208 Penn Cent. Transp. Discontinuance of 34 Passenger Trains, 338 I.C.C. 380, 464 (1970). 
209 Id. 
210 Southern Pac. Co. Discontinuance of Trains Nos. 39 and 40 Between Tucumcari, N Mex., and 
Los Angeles, Calif., 330 I.C.C. 685, 693 (1967). 
211 Id. 
212 See, e.g., Union Pacific Reply Exhibit C (Contract Between Central Pacific Railway Company, 
Southern Pacific Company, and Great Northern Railway Company (Nov. 18, 1927) (“All 
passenger trains shall be given preference over other trains . . . .”)). 
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freight railroads gave their own passenger trains absolute preference, Amtrak refers to assertions 

made in a government brief about Southern Pacific’s practices in the 1950s when it was trying to 

revive the Sunset Limited’s fortunes.213 However, Amtrak provides no support for those assertions 

regarding the Sunset Limited specifically or other passenger services generally. Further, Southern 

Pacific’s efforts proved unsustainable (as Amtrak acknowledges).214 Congress established Amtrak 

to relieve freight railroads from the burden of providing passenger service, which the ICC had long 

recognized “endanger[ed] the present and future welfare of the railroad industry.”215 

Amtrak also points to an ICC statement from 1969 that passenger trains should not be 

“‘relegated to a second-class service by comparison with routine freight traffic’” and “‘shunted 

onto a siding as a matter of operating policy, to permit passage of freight trains.’”216 However, the 

ICC’s expression of concern that railroads were treating their own passenger trains worse than 

freight trains refutes rather than supports Amtrak’s claim that pre-Amtrak industry practice 

provided passenger trains absolute preference. 

Amtrak also points to regulations the ICC proposed in 1971 that would have prohibited 

“‘the sidetracking of passenger trains for freight trains . . . except in [an] emergency.’”217 However, 

the ICC’s proposals were intended to change industry practice, not codify observed behavior. 

 
213 See Amtrak Op. at 65–66 (quoting Plaintiff’s Post-Hearing Memorandum in Support of Motion 
for Preliminary Injunction at 4, United States v. Southern Pac. Ry. Co., No. 79-3394 (D.D.C. Feb. 
22, 1980)). 
214 See id. at 4, 66. 
215 Railroad Passenger Train Deficit, 306 I.C.C. at 479; see also, e.g., Passenger Train Service 
Legislation: Hearings Before the Subcomm. On Surface Transportation of the S. Comm. on 
Commerce, 91st Cong. 176 (1969) (passenger service creates “a serious drain” on railroad 
“resources and on [railroads’] ability to compete for freight traffic”). 
216 Amtrak Op. at 66 (quoting Adequacies—Passenger Service—Southern Pac. Co., 335 I.C.C. 
415, 434 (1969)). 
217 Id. at 67 (quoting Adequacy of Intercity Passenger Rail Service, 36 Fed. Reg. 23636, 23638 
(proposed Dec. 11, 1971)). 
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Further, the regulations the ICC finally adopted shortly after the Amtrak Improvement Act of 1973 

did not include that prohibition.218 The ICC recognized that expectations of some “sidetracking” 

of passenger trains is built into their schedules and concluded Congress sufficiently addressed 

potential mistreatment of passenger trains by enacting the preference requirement.219 

Finally, Amtrak claims Congress “confirmed” Amtrak’s absolutist interpretation by not 

modifying the definition of preference when it enacted PRIIA in 2008.220 However, Amtrak offers 

no evidence Congress ever understood preference to be absolute before PRIIA. In the years after 

Amtrak President Lewis’s testimony, Amtrak reinforced its “real-world” approach before 

Congress, testifying that putting passenger trains in sidings in some circumstances is “just prudent 

operation” and that preference simply means protecting Amtrak from “undue interference”: 

• In 1976, Amtrak President Paul Reistrup rejected suggestions that passenger trains 
should never be placed on a siding for a meet: “Being a former operating man, I would 
disagree with that. We can actually get faster passenger trains in some cases, depending 
upon the situation, by putting a passenger train, which is short, into the siding and 
getting that freight past it on the main line, particularly when the freight train won’t fit 
in the siding. This is just prudent operation.”221 

• In 1982, Amtrak’s President Alan Boyd recognized Amtrak’s preference was not 
absolute when he testified “the law provides that the passenger train operation shall be 
without undue interference with the freight operation.”222 

Congress has since signaled its understanding that preference is not absolute. In 2007 

hearings shortly before the passage of PRIIA, Senator Patty Murray, then Chair of the Senate 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing, and Urban Development, and Related Agencies, 

 
218 See Adequacy of Intercity Rail Passenger Service, 344 I.C.C. 758, 809 (1973). 
219 See id. at 779. 
220 See Amtrak Op.at 68. 
221 Dep’t of Transp. and Related Agencies Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1977: Hearings Before 
Subcomm. of the S. Comm. on Appropriations, 94th Cong. 547 (1976) (testimony of P. Reistrup). 
222 Dep’t of Transp. and Related Agencies Appropriations for 1982: Hearings before a Subcomm. 
of the H. Comm. of Appropriations, 97th Cong. 483 (1981) (testimony of A. Boyd). 
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rejected absolute preference as “simply not realistic.”223 Senator Murray recognized absolute 

preference for Amtrak would be inconsistent with the nation’s interest in freight mobility in 

stating: 

There is no question that we need our freight railroads to move 
cargo. Freight mobility is an essential part of our economy, 
especially in an agricultural and trade state like mine. It is simply 
not realistic to expect our freight railroads to put every coal and 
container train on a siding so passenger trains can breeze through.224 

One month before Congress enacted PRIIA, the U.S. Department of Transportation’s 

Office of Inspector General reported Amtrak’s admission that absolute preference “could cause 

rail traffic in certain areas of high traffic volume and chokepoints to shut down”: 

Amtrak agreed that, as a practical matter, such strict adherence could 
cause rail traffic in certain areas of high traffic volume and 
chokepoints to shut down. According to Amtrak, there will be 
certain circumstances in which the host railroads have no practical 
alternative than to violate what Amtrak views as its right to 
preference.225 

In sum, PRIIA’s legislative history does not contain any hint that Congress adopted a 

definition of preference that Amtrak told it “just is not a real-world approach” in the 1970s and 

1980s, Senator Murray described as “simply not realistic” in 2007, and Amtrak admitted “could 

cause rail traffic in certain areas of high volume and chokepoints to shut down” just before 

Congress enacted PRIIA in October 2008. 

 
223 See Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies Appropriations 
for Fiscal Year 2008: Hearing on S. 294 before the Subcomm. on Transportation, Housing and 
Urban Development, and Related Agencies, of the S. Comm. on Appropriations, 110th Cong. 2 
(2007) (opening statement of Sen. Patty Murray, Chair).  
224 Id. 
225 Office of Inspector General, U.S. Dep’t of Transp., Report No. CR-2008-076, Root Causes of 
Amtrak Train Delays at 5 (Sept. 8, 2008), https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/
Amtrak_Root_Causes_Final_Report_9_8_08_with_508_charts.pdf. 
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c) Absolute preference would be contrary to public policy. 

Amtrak’s admission to the Office of Inspector General confirms absolute preference is 

unreasonable and unworkable. Absolute preference would undisputably reduce the fluidity of the 

rail network, lowering the quantity and quality of freight service. As Amtrak has acknowledged to 

the Board, “in the real world in terms of trying to get two trains across a single-track railroad, it is 

sometimes more efficient for an Amtrak train to wait for a freight train to come through.”226 

Despite that prior acknowledgement, Amtrak now argues host carriers must avoid imposing a 

minute of delay to a passenger train, even if it would mean an hour of freight train delay or even 

hours of cascading delays across the rail network. Amtrak’s only justification for this extreme 

policy—that Congress cares about rail passengers—applied equally in 1973, yet Amtrak then 

recognized the folly of absolute preference. In the real world, “[t]he interest of the travelling 

public” must be balanced against “providing efficient freight service.”227 

Rather than confront the real-world consequences of its position, Amtrak claims Congress 

“accounted for practical concerns in enforcing Amtrak’s absolute right to preference by providing 

the Board with flexibility at the remedial stage” in proceedings under § 24308(f).228 Amtrak’s 

claim is science fiction. Congress enacted § 24308(f) in PRIIA in 2008. As noted above, Amtrak 

does not claim Congress changed the definition of preference when it enacted PRIIA—Amtrak 

says Congress reinforced the definition it established in 1973.229 Thus, in Amtrak’s story, Congress 

provided Amtrak absolute preference in 1973—35 years before accounting for the practical 

 
226 Hearing Tr. at 68:14–18, Buckingham Branch R.R. Co.—Lease—CSX Transp., Inc., STB 
Docket No. FD 34495 (Oct. 13, 2004). 
227 Amtrak and Tex. and P. Ry. Co., Just Compensation, 348 I.C.C. 645, 671 (1970). 
228 Amtrak Op. at 74. 
229 See id. at 6. 
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concerns of absolute preference in 2008. Amtrak’s time-travelling tale of congressional intent 

emphasizes that § 24308(c) does not provide absolute preference. 

Amtrak also claims Congress accounted for practical concerns by providing that rail 

carriers could be relieved of their obligation to give Amtrak preference when the “‘Board orders 

otherwise.’”230 However, the “Board-ordered” exception does not address the practical concerns 

confronting dispatcher facing the daily challenges of resolving individual dispatching conflicts in 

real time. Congress could not have intended a dispatcher who must choose whether to stop an 

Amtrak train for a minute or trigger hours of cascading delays for freight trains to “apply to the 

Board for relief.”231 In fact, Congress’s inclusion of the Board-ordered exception shows Congress 

did not intend the preference requirement to be applied in such a way that would “materially . . . 

lessen the quality of freight transportation provided to shippers.”232 

Amtrak further claims Congress accounted for practical concerns by providing the 

preference requirement does not apply in an “‘emergency.’”233 However, Amtrak claims none of 

the delays to Sunset Limited trains at issue in this proceeding involved an emergency.234 Union 

Pacific disagrees with Amtrak’s position that none of the delays involved emergencies under 

§ 24308(c). But if Amtrak’s position is correct, the emergency exception would do almost nothing 

to mitigate the practical concerns in enforcing absolute preference. 

 
230 Id. at 70 (quoting 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c)). 
231 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c). 
232 Id.; see also Policy Statement on Implementing Intercity Passenger Train On-Time 
Performance and Preference Provisions of 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c) and (f), EP 728, slip op. at 3 
(STB served Dec. 28, 2015) (“Congress expressed its view that ‘preference for . . . passenger 
transportation . . . [should not] materially lessen the quality of freight transportation provided to 
shippers.’” (alterations in original)). 
233 Amtrak Op. at 70 (quoting 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c)). 
234 See id. at 70–72, 72 n.183. 
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Finally, the costs to Amtrak and the public from absolute preference would be staggeringly 

high. Amtrak must compensate the host carriers for the incremental cost of its access.235 This 

standard requires reimbursement of all costs incurred by a host carrier due solely to Amtrak’s 

presence on a line.236 If host carriers had to ensure every dispatching conflict is resolved in 

Amtrak’s favor, Amtrak would have to pay for the costs imposed on host carriers as a consequence. 

Board precedent confirms such costs are considered incremental costs: “[A]ll costs that a freight 

carrier would not incur but for the operation of Amtrak [are] incremental costs.”237 Amtrak’s cost 

to compensate host carriers for absolute preference on routes such as the Sunset Limited Route 

would be enormous, threatening the viability of an Amtrak operation that is already losing tens of 

millions of dollars each year.238 

2. Preference does not require host carriers to design and operate their 
networks so Amtrak trains are never delayed. 

Amtrak’s claim that preference requires railroads to design and operate their networks to 

provide on-time passenger service is contrary to the text, history, and context of § 24308(c). 

Amtrak spends most of its Opening Statement complaining about delays it attributes to 

management decisions about train and siding lengths and crew management practices. Amtrak 

may have recourse under its operating agreements if host carriers cannot meet contractual 

 
235 See generally 49 U.S.C. § 24308(a)(2)(B). 
236 See Nat’l R.R. Passenger Corp. v. ICC, 610 F.2d 865, 868 (D.C. Cir. 1979) (“Incremental costs 
are costs that the supplier railroad would avoid if passenger service were discontinued. Non-
incremental costs would remain even if Amtrak service were halted.”). 
237 Application of the Nat’l R.R. Passenger Corp. Under 49 U.S.C. 24308(a)—Union Pac. R.R. 
Co. & S. Pac. Transp. Co., 3 S.T.B. 143, 155 n.24 (1998); see also id. at 155 (“Should Amtrak’s 
increased express service cause capacity constraints requiring additional infrastructure investment, 
we see no reason why we would not include those directly attributable costs in a compensation 
order. The same result should likely apply to any other costs the carrier incurs that is traceable to 
Amtrak’s operations.”). 
238 See supra note 29. 
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performance commitments because of management decisions regarding network design and 

operational strategies, or management failures in executing operating plans. However, 

§ 24308(c)’s preference requirement applies only to resolution of dispatching conflicts. 

a) Amtrak’s claim that preference applies to host carriers’ 
network design and operating strategies is contrary to the text 
of § 24308(c). 

Amtrak is incorrect in claiming § 24308(c)’s preference requirement obligates host carriers 

“to operate their networks such that Amtrak passengers reach their destinations on time.”239 

Section 24308(a)’s text makes clear Congress’s intent to address only individual dispatching 

decisions by specifying Amtrak has preference only “in using” host carriers’ existing “rail lines, 

junctions, and crossings.” Host carriers’ obligations regarding on-time performance are governed 

solely by their operating agreements with Amtrak.  

b) Legislative history confirms preference does not involve 
network design and operating strategies. 

Legislative history confirms Amtrak’s preference involves individual dispatching 

decisions, not network design and operating strategies. In congressional hearings on the bill that 

enacted the preference requirement, the testimony focused on dispatcher discretion in resolving 

conflicts between trains. In fact, the testimony assumed systematic operating practices, such as 

operating trains longer than available sidings, would continue to create conflicts requiring 

dispatchers to exercise discretion. For example, when Amtrak’s President Roger Lewis explained 

why requiring dispatchers to “‘never let a freight train interfere,’ just is not a real-world approach,” 

his example involved the need to accommodate trains longer than available sidings: 

For example, maybe in an operation in an area where you had a 
siding that would take five cars, which would be enough to 
accommodate that particular passenger train, but would not 

 
239 Amtrak Op. at 1. 
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accommodate a 100-car freight train, it would be sensible to put the 
passenger train aside and get the freight train out of the way, not 
only for that segment, but for all of the operations that that train 
might later interfere with.240 

Mr. Lewis never suggested a preference requirement should prohibit railroads from operating 

trains longer than available sidings. To the contrary, he testified the preference requirement needed 

to accommodate situations in which the most efficient meet between Amtrak and a freight train 

was at a siding too short to hold the freight train. 

Amtrak’s testimony in 1973 was consistent with pre-Amtrak practice. When freight 

railroads operated their own passenger trains, passenger trains routinely would take sidings where 

freight trains were too long to fit, and more generally, as needed in the interest of network 

efficiency. As the ICC recognized in 1967:  

Operating conditions may dictate that passenger trains be 
sidetracked for long freight trains which will not fit the length of 
sidetracks, or for trains which are fleet operated, as where two to 
four trains, often including a passenger train, are operated in 
tandem.241 

After Congress enacted the preference requirement, Amtrak continued to recognize the 

statute addresses resolution of individual dispatching conflicts and does not require freight 

railroads to structure their operations so a passenger train would never be slowed or stopped as a 

result of a dispatching conflict with a freight train. As Amtrak President Paul Reistrup told 

Congress in 1976, a practice of putting Amtrak into sidings to accomplish meets, particularly when 

the freight train will not fit, “is just prudent operation.”242 

 
240 Financial Assistance to Amtrak: Hearings before the Subcomm. on Transp. & Aeronautics of 
the H. Comm. on Interstate & Foreign Commerce, 93d Cong. 32 (1973) (testimony of R. Lewis). 
241 Southern Pac. Co. Discontinuance, 330 I.C.C. at 693. 
242 Dep’t of Transp. and Related Agencies Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1977: Hearings before 
a Subcomm. of the S. Comm. on Appropriations, 94th Cong. 547 (1976) (testimony of P. Reistrup). 
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c) Section 24308’s structure shows preference only involves 
individual dispatching decisions. 

Amtrak’s attempt to expand the meaning of preference confuses Amtrak’s right to 

preference with Amtrak’s rights under its operating agreements with host carriers. Congress 

addressed on-time performance in § 24308(a), not § 24308(c). In § 24308(a)(1), Congress said 

Amtrak should enter into agreements establishing the terms under which host carriers would 

provide services to Amtrak, and the “terms shall include a penalty for untimely performance.”243 

As discussed in Section III.B, Amtrak and Union Pacific have entered into such an agreement—

the Operating Agreement. The Operating Agreement continues to govern Union Pacific’s 

obligation to provide on-time service to Amtrak. 

The Operating Agreement’s terms show Amtrak understood on-time performance was 

governed by the agreement, not the preference requirement in § 24308(c). As discussed in Section 

III.B, in the Operating Agreement, Union Pacific agreed to “provide services” to Amtrak “in an 

economic and efficient manner” and to “make every reasonable effort” to (1) “deliver Amtrak 

Trains to all scheduled passenger stops on UP by the scheduled time therefor” and (2) “avoid 

excessive delays to Amtrak Trains.”244 The Operating Agreement also establishes an on-time 

performance metric and requires Amtrak to pay incentives when Union Pacific provides at least 

80% on-time performance.245 Amtrak never would have agreed to contract terms requiring Union 

Pacific to make a “reasonable effort” to deliver Amtrak trains on time and to avoid “excessive 

delays,” or to pay Union Pacific incentives for on-time performance if Amtrak believed on-time 

service was required by § 24308(c). 

 
243 49 U.S.C. § 24308(a)(1). 
244 Union Pacific Reply Exhibit A, Art. III, § 3.3. 
245 See id., App. V. 
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The Operating Agreement also makes clear Amtrak’s operations and schedules must reflect 

the realities of the host carrier’s network and service. The agreement provides: “The routes, 

schedules and consists of Amtrak Trains shall be compatible with the existing physical capabilities 

of UP.”246 Further, Amtrak may modify its operations only “[i]f such modification does not 

significantly interfere with UP freight service.”247 If Amtrak wants to add trains, it may do so only 

if “the proposed operation can be conducted without significantly interfering with UP freight 

service.”248 Union Pacific is contractually responsible to Amtrak if it fails to meet parties’ agreed-

upon performance standards, but no statute requires Union Pacific or other host carriers to 

accommodate Amtrak’s passenger operations regardless of their impact on freight operations.249 

Congress’s enactment of PRIIA did not change host carriers’ statutory or contractual 

obligations regarding on-time performance. In PRIIA, Congress required the FRA and Amtrak to 

jointly develop new metrics for evaluating the performance of intercity passenger trains, but 

Congress did not require host carriers to conform their performance to the new metrics. Rather, 

Congress recognized host carriers’ obligations to provide on-time service were governed by their 

agreements with Amtrak and encouraged Amtrak and host carriers to incorporate the new on-time 

metrics into their agreements “[t]o the extent practicable.”250 In addition, while PRIIA granted the 

Board authority to award damages if Amtrak fails to achieve Congress’s on-time performance 

standard because of a host carrier’s failure to provide preference, Congress recognized the Board 

 
246 Id., Art III, § 3.1.A. 
247 Id., Art. III, § 3.1.B. 
248 Id., Art. III, § 3.2. 
249 See, e.g., Amtrak and Tex. and Pac. Ry., 348 I.C.C. at 671 (“[W]e are not convinced that T&P 
could consistently meet the 80 percent on-time performance baseline with such abbreviated 
schedules without adversely affecting its freight operations.”). 
250 PRIIA § 207(c) (codified at 49 U.S.C. § 24101 note). 
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does not have authority over other aspects of host carriers’ operations. Even if the Board concludes 

failures to achieve the new standard is caused by other factors “that could reasonably be addressed” 

by a host carrier, the Board may only “make recommendations to improve the service, quality, and 

on-time performance of the train.”251 

Amtrak’s claim that § 24308(c) requires host carriers to operate their networks so Amtrak 

achieves on-time performance is also inconsistent with § 24308(d) and § 24308(e). In § 24308(d) 

and § 24308(e), Congress authorized the Board to require host carriers to make operational 

changes to accommodate Amtrak in only two circumstances: implementation of accelerated trains 

speeds and implementation of additional trains. And, in both cases, Congress added safeguards to 

protect host carriers from operational disruptions and ensure they are compensated for any changes 

they must make to accommodate Amtrak. Under § 24308(d), if Amtrak wants to operate at 

accelerated speeds and a host carrier refuses, Amtrak must apply to the Board, which must decide 

“whether accelerated speeds are unsafe or impracticable and which improvements would be 

required to make accelerated speeds safe and practical.”252 Under § 24308(e), if Amtrak wants to 

operate additional trains and a host refuses, Amtrak must apply to the Board, which must consider 

whether the changed operations “would impair unreasonable freight transportation of the rail 

carrier,” and Amtrak must “pay the carrier for additional trains.”253 When Congress intended to 

require railroads to change their operations to accommodate Amtrak, it said so expressly, ensured 

freight transportation would not be unreasonably impaired, and ensured host carriers would be 

compensated for the incremental costs of any operational changes. 

 
251 49 U.S.C. § 24308(f)(1). 
252 Id. § 24308(d). 
253 Id. § 24308(e). 
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Finally, Amtrak’s claim that § 24308(c)’s preference requirement obligates railroads to 

structure and operate their networks so Amtrak is never delayed by freight traffic is inconsistent 

with Congress’s national rail transportation policy and the Board’s statutory authority. Congress’s 

goals regarding Amtrak on-time performance254 do not trump the national policy to promote an 

“efficient rail transportation system” and to ensure “effective competition among rail carries and 

with other modes, to meet the needs of the public and the national defense.”255 And the Board’s 

authority over railroad investment and operational decisions is extremely narrow: the Board cannot 

tell railroads to build more or longer sidings, or operate fewer or shorter trains.256 

In sum, Amtrak’s preference under § 24308(c) requires dispatchers to give Amtrak’s 

interests greater weight when resolving conflicts between Amtrak and freight trains, but it does 

not guarantee such conflicts will never arise, or that they will never delay Amtrak. If Amtrak 

receives preference in resolving individual dispatching decisions but is still delayed by freight 

trains because of a host carrier’s network design or operating strategies, Amtrak must look to its 

agreement with the host carrier for recourse. 

B. Amtrak does not identify any preference violations involving the Sunset 
Limited. 

Union Pacific gives Amtrak preference as required by 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c). Amtrak does 

not identify any delays to the Sunset Limited resulting from preference violations—that is, any 

delays in which a dispatcher resolving a conflict between a freight train and the Sunset Limited in 

using a line, junction, or crossing failed to give Amtrak’s interests greater weight. The 

 
254 See id. § 24101(c)(4) (Amtrak shall “operate Amtrak trains, to the maximum extent feasible, to 
all station stops within 15 minutes of the time established in public timetables”). 
255 See id. §§ 10101(3), (4). 
256 See, e.g., id. § 11103 (switch connections and tracks); id. § 11121 (car service); id. § 11123 
(situations requiring immediate action to serve the public); id. § 24308(d) (Amtrak accelerated 
speeds); id. § 24308(e) (Amtrak additional trains). 
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overwhelming majority of interactions between the Sunset Limited and freight trains involved no 

meaningful delay to Amtrak. As a result, the Sunset Limited operated closer to their minimum 

possible transit times and with less variability than freight trains during the Complaint Period. 

Amtrak’s complaints about individual dispatching decisions involve situations in which a 

dispatcher chose the only prudent option under the circumstances—for example, no siding was 

available to accomplish a meet with less delay to Amtrak, a train crew was at risk of reaching its 

hours-of-service limits, a train experienced a mechanical issue, or track maintenance activities took 

longer than planned. Amtrak never specifies what the dispatcher should have done differently or 

shows the alternative would not have compromised the overall fluidity of the network for both 

freight and passenger transportation. Amtrak’s complaints ultimately rely on an asserted right to 

absolute preference under which the existence of a delay is enough to establish a preference 

violation. However, as discussed in Section IV.A, Amtrak’s preference is not absolute. 

Union Pacific addresses Amtrak’s claims about preference violations below. In Section 

IV.B.1, Union Pacific shows the Sunset Limited receives highly favorable treatment relative to 

freight trains. In Section IV.B.2, Union Pacific shows Amtrak’s specific claims about preference 

violations involve circumstances in which dispatchers had no prudent alternative to slowing or 

stopping the Sunset Limited, and Amtrak never identifies alternatives that would not have 

compromised the overall fluidity of the network for both freight and passenger transportation. 

Finally, in Section IV.B.3, Union Pacific briefly addresses Amtrak’s claims that it has not adopted 

policies, practices, and procedures that provide preference and shows those claims reflect 

Amtrak’s attempt to redefine and expand the concept of preference. 
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Amtrak's inability to identify a single preference violation means Amtrak has not shown 

the Sunset Limited's failure to achieve Congress's on-time petf01mance standard was athibutable 

to failure to provide preference to Amtrak. 

1. Union Pacific provides highly favorable dispatching treatment to the 
Sunset Limited. 

Union Pacific dispatchers receive extensive training, including training regarding Amtrak's 

right to preference under § 24308( c). 257 This training is reinforced throughout their careers. Union 

Pacific teaches dispatchers that Amtrak trains must be given preference pursuant to federal law, 

but that preference is not absolute-preference does not mean dispatchers should disregard 

impacts to other trains or the network as a whole to ensure Amtrak trains a.re never slowed or 

stopped en route. 258 Dispatchers are taught that in resolving conflicts between trnins, they should 

consider a range of variables, including each trnin's priority, schedule, crew homs of service, and 

impacts on other trains. 259 

Amtrak's own data show Union Pacific dispatchers work diligently to keep the Sunset 

Limited on time and mitigate the impact of delays. Specifically, Amtrak's data show that even 

during the challenging operating conditions that existed during the Complaint Period, Sunset 

Limited trains that were tunning late at one station on Union Pacific 's po1tion of the Route 

frequently made up time by the next station-that is, dispatchers were able to a.tTange operations 

257 See Batt RVS at 5- 7, 17. 
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so the Sunset Limited used less than the full amount of recovery and miscellaneous time provided 

in the schedules. In fact, Amtrak’s data show Union Pacific dispatchers were able to make up time 

between stations at some point along the route for every run of the Sunset Limited during the 

Complaint Period.260 

Union Pacific dispatchers’ compliance with their training to give Amtrak preference is also 

reflected in the Sunset Limited’s overall performance relative to freight trains. Union Pacific 

developed an apples-to-apples comparison between the performance of Sunset Limited trains and 

the performance of Union Pacific’s high priority intermodal trains, commonly called “Z trains,” 

during the Complaint Period. Specifically, Union Pacific developed transit times for Sunset 

Limited trains and Z trains operating between Deming, New Mexico, and Palm Springs, California, 

during the Complaint Period.261 Union Pacific then compared those transit times to the fastest 

theoretical transit times for each type of train.262 Union Pacific’s analysis shows Sunset Limited 

Train 1 consistently outperformed westbound Z trains and Sunset Limited Train 2 consistently 

outperformed eastbound Z trains—that is, the Sunset Limited trains ran closer to their fastest 

theoretical transit times than the Z trains did, both in terms of absolute variability and percentage 

variability, as can be seen in the figures below. 

 
260 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Amtrak Delay Data.xlsx,” Tab “Make up Time - 0002” 
(derived from Amtrak’s Sept. 2023 Resp. “Detailed COTP, Lateness and Arrival Data” 
(AMTRAK_STB_NATIVE_0002)). 
261 See Janke RVS at 18. As Mr. Janke explains, Deming and Palm Springs were common reporting 
locations for the Sunset Limited trains and Z trains. 
262 See id. at 18–19. 
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Sunset Limited Train 1 versus Westbound Z Trains263 
{{ 

 
}} 
 

Sunset Limited Train 2 versus Eastbound Z Trains264 
{{ 

 
}} 
 

 
263 See id. at 19; see also Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Schedule 
Variability.” 
264 See Janke RVS at 20; see also Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab 
“Schedule Variability.” 
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Amtrak relies on a flawed analysis when it claims {{  

}}265 First, 

Union Pacific did not operate any trains designate as “priority manifest trains” during the 

Complaint Period. The trains Amtrak categorizes as “priority manifest trains” are actually foreign 

trains—primarily BNSF trains operating on track dispatched by Union Pacific.266 Second, Union 

Pacific was not able to replicate Amtrak’s calculations, but they appear to reflect apples-to-oranges 

comparisons between trains operating under different conditions—i.e., premium intermodal trains 

operating primarily in double-main territory and Sunset Limited trains operating in a mix of 

double- and single-main territory. Third, Amtrak fails to account for the different methods used to 

schedule freight trains and Amtrak trains. As Amtrak recognizes, Union Pacific bases freight train 

schedules on actual run times of trains between specific pairs of stations along a route.267 By 

contrast, Sunset Limited schedules are based primarily on “pure running time,” which is the 

minimum time trains could operate under perfectly optimal conditions.268 Thus, for example, 

during the Complaint Period, Union Pacific’s regularly scheduled eastbound Z train that operates 

between City of Industry, California, and the Global 4 terminal in Chicago had a planned run time 

on its Palm Springs, California, to Deming, New Mexico, segment that was approximately 

{{ }} of Sunset Limited Train 2’s planned run time between Palm Springs and Deming—a 

difference much greater than the difference in the maximum speeds achievable by the two trains.269 

The difference means one would expect freight trains to operate closer to their schedules than 

 
265 Amtrak Op. at 34 (citing Peabody VS, Table 17). 
266 See supra note 100. 
267 See UP’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 10. 
268 See Amtrak’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 53–56. 
269 See Janke RVS at 20–21. 
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Sunset Limited trains when both types of trains incur delays, because freight schedules incorporate 

an expectation of real-world variability. Even the Board’s regulations governing service reliability 

for manifest trains provide that on-time performance is measured with a 24-hour grace period,270 

whereas Customer OTP uses a 15-minute window for Amtrak trains. 

As Union Pacific’s apples-to-apples analysis shows, despite all the service challenges 

during the Complaint Period, Union Pacific provided Sunset Limited trains better performance than 

even its high-priority Z trains. 

2. Amtrak’s complaints about delays to Sunset Limited trains from 
“individual dispatching decisions” show the Sunset Limited’s 
substandard performance was not attributable to preference 
violations. 

Amtrak fails to show the Sunset Limited’s substandard performance during the Complaint 

Period was attributable to preference violations. Amtrak’s complaints about Union Pacific’s 

individual dispatching decisions almost all involve interactions between the Sunset Limited and 

freight trains in which dispatchers had no choice but to slow or stop the Sunset Limited. Most of 

Amtrak’s complaints involve freight trains that could not fit into all sidings along their route. 

Amtrak also complains about delays it attributes to Union Pacific’s crew management or 

scheduling of freight trains. Amtrak’s complaints about such delays involve Union Pacific’s 

network design and operating strategy, not Union Pacific dispatchers’ resolution of dispatching 

conflicts, and thus do not involve Amtrak’s preference under § 24308(c). 

 
270 See Reciprocal Switching for Inadequate Service, EP 711 (Sub-No. 2) (STB served Apr. 30, 
2024). 
Amtrak also fails to consider that freight trains have a much greater ability to make up for past 
delays and offset potential future delays than Amtrak trains. When an Amtrak train arrives at a 
station ahead of schedule, it cannot take advantage of the early arrival and depart early. It must 
wait until its scheduled departure time. By contrast, freight trains, especially Union Pacific’s Z 
trains, have many fewer scheduled stops, and when they do stop—for example, for crew changes, 
fueling, or work events—they can depart ahead of schedule if conditions permit. 
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When Amtrak does complain about individual dispatching decisions, it never shows Union 

Pacific’s dispatchers failed to give Amtrak’s interests greater weight. Amtrak never specifies what 

dispatchers should have done differently to reduce delays to the Sunset Limited and never shows 

such an alternative would not have compromised the overall fluidity of the network for both freight 

and passenger transportation. Amtrak thus fails to identify any preference violations involving the 

Sunset Limited. 

Union Pacific addresses Amtrak’s specific preference claims below. Amtrak says it 

identified only “illustrative” examples in its Opening Statement.271 However, Amtrak’s chosen 

examples illustrate the absence of evidence in the record supporting any of its preference claims. 

a) Amtrak’s complaints about delays to Sunset Limited trains 
allegedly caused by Union Pacific’s operation of longer freight 
trains do not show preference violations. 

Amtrak’s complaints about delays allegedly caused by Union Pacific’s operation of longer 

freight trains do not show preference violations. As discussed above, the accepted practice of 

running trains longer than sidings was one reason why Amtrak President Roger Lewis told 

Congress that absolute preference “just is not a real-world approach.”272 When resolving conflicts 

between trains, dispatchers must account for the fact that all trains will not fit into all sidings, and 

all sidings may not be available to resolve a particular conflict. 

When Amtrak claims preference violations associated with longer trains, Amtrak never 

specifies how Union Pacific’s dispatchers could have done anything differently to avoid delays to 

the Sunset Limited. Amtrak used Union Pacific’s root cause analyses to identify occasions when 

dispatchers stopped the Sunset Limited on a siding to meet a longer train, stopped the Sunset 

 
271 Amtrak Op. at 75. 
272 Financial Assistance to Amtrak: Hearings before the Subcomm. On Transp. & Aeronautics of 
the H. Comm. on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 93d Cong. 32 (1973) (testimony of R. Lewis). 
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Limited on a main line to meet a longer train, slowed the Sunset Limited because it was following 

a longer train to an available siding, and stopped the Sunset Limited on a main line because the 

crew of a longer train reached its maximum hours of service. 273 However, Amtrak never contends 

Union Pacific 's dispatchers acted to disfavor Amtrak or did anything other than make the best 

choice available to adch-ess a dispatching conflict between a longer train and the Sunset Limited. 

To the contra1y , Amtrak says Union Pacific's decision to operate longer trains meant "dispatchers 

were forced to side track Amtrak," 274 that Amtrak was "forced ... to stop on the main line,275 and 

that Amtrak passengers were "forced ... to follow behind slow-moving freight trains."276 

Similarly, Amtrak says it would not have suffered delays relating to expiring freight crews if Union 

Pacific "confo1m[ ed] the length of trains to available infrastmcture. "277 Amtrak thus fails to show 

that any of its specific claims relating to longer trains involve preference violations. 278 

273 See Amtrak Op. at 77- 80. 
274 Id. at 78. 
21s Id. 

276 Id. at 79. 
277 Id. at 80. 
278 Although Union Pacific is not addressing Amtrak' s specific claims of preference violations 
regarding longer trains, Union Pacific notes that Amtrak misre resents certain info1mation in 
Union Pacific's root cause anal ses. For exam le Amtrak sa s 
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b) Amtrak’s complaints about delays to Sunset Limited trains 
involving freight train schedules and assorted meets and follows 
do not show preference violations. 

Amtrak’s complaints about delays allegedly caused by Union Pacific’s train scheduling do 

not show preference violations. Contrary to Amtrak’s claim,279 no federal law requires Union 

Pacific to plan its freight schedules around Amtrak. Union Pacific tries to avoid creating schedules 

that bring freight trains into conflict with Amtrak trains because conflicts affect its customer 

service and its commitments under the Operating Agreement. However, scheduling cannot prevent 

all conflicts from arising on a busy route. On the Sunset Limited Route, westbound Sunset Limited 

trains will inevitably meet eastbound freight trains, and eastbound Sunset Limited trains will 

inevitably meet westbound freight trains. Moreover, even when the network is running well, day-

to-day variability makes it impossible to assure those meets will always take place at the same 

time and location. The day-to-day variability also makes it impossible to ensure the Sunset Limited 

will never catch up to a freight train launched ahead of it, or will only catch up at a location where 

it can immediately overtake the freight train. When resolving conflicts between trains, dispatchers 

must respond to the circumstances as they exist, regardless of whether trains are on schedule or 

off schedule. 

Despite Amtrak’s complaints about Union Pacific’s freight train scheduling, Amtrak also 

fails to identify any delay to a Sunset Limited train that resulted from a freight train scheduling 

issue. Amtrak complains in particular about the Sunset Limited catching up to slower freight trains, 

but it does not identify any freight schedule that creates such conflicts when trains are on schedule. 

Amtrak’s complaints typically involve circumstances in which freight trains or the Sunset Limited 

or both were operating off-schedule. Union Pacific may have been responsible for the off-schedule 

 
279 Amtrak Op. at 81. 
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operation, but off-schedule operations are not a preference violation. Moreover, as noted below in 

addressing delays specifically identified by Amtrak, Amtrak bears responsibility for a portion of 

the delays to Sunset Limited trains. 

(1) Complaints about delays to Sunset Limited trains 
allegedly caused by failures to give preference by using 
available sidings to overtake freight trains 

Amtrak specifically identifies two occasions on which it claims Union Pacific committed 

a preference violation because dispatchers failed to make use of sidings that would have permitted 

an overtake. In both cases, Amtrak has its facts wrong: Union Pacific’s dispatchers arranged for 

the Sunset Limited to overtake freight trains at the first available opportunity. 

• AMT1-03, 4/6/22, 43-minute delay, Valentine Subdivision280 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT1-03 

followed IDISI-04 between Finlay and Campbell. Union Pacific’s root cause analysis 

shows no sidings were available between Finlay and Campbell. {  

 

 

}  

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. {  

}  

 
280 Amtrak Op. at 81 (discussing UP Train 1 RCA at 156). 
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} Also, Amtrak was responsible for 161 minutes of total delay to AMTl-

03. 

• AMTl-11, 10/13/22, 142-minute delay, Glidden Subdivision281 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMTl -11 did 

not ove1t ake MEWTU-12 before Flatonia, pa1ticularly at Weimar. Union Pacific's root 

cause analysis shows 

- }282 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific's dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. 

and AMTl-11 was operating approximately six hours behind schedule. Also, Amtrak was 

responsible for 170 minutes of total delay to AMTl-11. 

(2) Complaints about delays to Sunset Limited trains 
allegedly caused by failures to give preference in 
overtaking slower freight trains 

Amtrak identifies two occasions on which it claims Union Pacific committed a preference 

violation because dispatchers failed to make "operational adjustments to favor Amtrak 

281 Id. at 81-82 ( discussing UP Train 1 Supp. RCA at 96). 
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operations."283 Amtrak does not specify what the dispatcher could have done differently in either 

case without compromising the overall fluidity of the network for both freight and passenger 

transpmtation or even how the dispatcher 's actions favored Union Pacific. 

• AMT2-13, 3/13/22, 15-minute delay, Yuma Subdivision284 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT2-13 

twice caught up to AMLNGR-12 near Yuma. Union Pacific 's root cause analysis shows 

} 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific's dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. Union Pacific dispatching records show 

■}286 

Also, Amtrak was responsible for 341 minutes of total delay to AMT2-l 3. 

283 Amtrak Op. at 82. 
284 See id. (discussing UP Train 2 RCA at 10). 
285 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper "Batt Additional Root Cause Suppo1i_HC.zip." 
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• AMT2-09, 9/9/22, 60-minute delay, Yuma Subdivision287 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT2-09 

followed ILBG3-08 between Beaumont and Thermal over a segment of double-track main 

line. Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows {  

 

} 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. Dispatchers are instructed not to allow a faster train to overtake a 

slower train using double-main track unless there is no oncoming opposing traffic. 

Stopping opposing traffic for an overtake would severely compromise the capacity benefits 

provided by adding double-main track and potentially lead to a cascading traffic back-up, 

compromising the overall fluidity of the network for both freight and passenger 

transportation.288 {  

} 

{ } 

and Amtrak was operating nearly two hours behind schedule. Also, Amtrak was 

responsible for 204 minutes of total delay to AMT2-09. 

(3) Complaints about delays to the Sunset Limited allegedly 
caused by failures to give preference during meets 

Amtrak identifies six occasions in which it claims Union Pacific committed a preference 

violation because freight trains were occupying track during “the scheduled approach of Sunset 

 
287 See Amtrak Op. at 82 (discussing UP Train 2 RCA at 369). 
288 See Batt RVS at 23–24. 
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Limited Trains.”289 In many cases, Amtrak was not on schedule. In other cases, the freight trains 

were not on schedule. In none of the case does Amtrak specify what the dispatcher could have 

done differently without compromising the overall fluidity of the network for both freight and 

passenger transportation. 

• AMT1-12, 7/15/22, 42-minute delay, Alhambra Subdivision290 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT1-12 

was held at Hamilton because ZCIG4-15 was occupying a main line near City of Industry. 

Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows the two trains would not have interacted if 

AMT1-12 had been on time. Union Pacific records show {  

  

 

 

 

 

} 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. {

} 

Notably, Amtrak was operating nearly two hours behind schedule. Also, Amtrak 

was responsible for 72 minutes of total delay to AMT1-12. 

 
289 Amtrak Op. at 82. 
290 See id. at 82 n.211 (citing UP Train 1 RCA at 399). 
291 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Batt Additional Root Cause Support_HC.zip.” 
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• AMT1-12, 7/15/22, 62-minute delay, Alhambra Subdivision292 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT1-12 

was held at New Siding because ILCG1-14 was occupying yard tracks at Aurant. Union 

Pacific’s root cause analysis shows the two trains would not have interacted had AMT1-

12 been on time. Union Pacific records show {  

 

 

 

 

} 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. {  

} 

Notably, Amtrak was operating nearly two hours behind schedule. Also, Amtrak 

was responsible for 72 minutes of total delay to AMT1-12. 

• AMT2-07, 8/7/22, 22-minute delay, Alhambra Subdivision294 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT2-07 

was held at the end of a double-track segment at Alhambra to meet ISELC-05, which 

Amtrak says entered single-track territory shortly before AMT2-07’s scheduled arrival. 

Union Pacific dispatching records and its root cause analysis show scheduling was not a 

 
292 See Amtrak Op. at 82 n.211 (citing UP Train 1 RCA at 400). 
293 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Batt Additional Root Cause Support_HC.zip.” 
294 See Amtrak Op. at 82 (discussing UP Train 2 RCA at 278). 
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factor. {  

}295 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. Notably, Amtrak was responsible for 596 minutes of total delay to 

AMT2-07. 

• AMT1-12, 7/13/22, 102-minute delay, Glidden Subdivision296 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT1-12 

was placed in a siding at Glidden for meets with three eastbound trains, MLDLI-12, 

MKBHO-13, and RMEMY-13, which were approaching during AMT1-12’s scheduled 

arrival into the area. Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows scheduling was not a factor. 

{  

 

 

 

} 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. {  

 

 

 
295 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Batt Additional Root Cause Support_HC.zip.” Union 
Pacific’s root cause analysis supporting materials included ISELC-05’s train sheet, which also 
noted the trespasser incident. 
296 See Amtrak Op. at 83 (discussing UP Train 1 RCA at 380). 
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} Further, Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows Union Pacific’s dispatcher 

{  

 

} Notably, Amtrak was responsible for 72 

minutes of total delay to AMT1-12. 

• AMT2-10, 4/11/22, 45-minute delay, Alhambra297 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT2-10 

was held at South Fontana, before the beginning of a double-main segment, until it met 

MEWWC-06 and OTNLB-09 near West Colton Yard, during AMT2-10’s scheduled 

arrival in the area. Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows scheduling was not a factor. 

{  

 

 

 

 

}298 Notably, Amtrak was responsible for 63 minutes of total 

delay to AMT2-10. 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently and in a way that would not have compromised the overall fluidity of 

the network for both freight and passenger transportation. {  

} 

 
297 See id. (discussing UP Train 2 RCA at 60). 
298 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Batt Additional Root Cause Support_HC.zip.” 
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• AMT2-06, 11/7/22, 90-minute delay, Yuma Subdivision299 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT2-06 

was held near Hinda to meet a premium intermodal train and a manifest train short on hours 

of service. Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows the delay resulted from two factors: 

{  

 

 

} and AMT2-06 was operating 

approximately 27 minutes behind schedule. 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently and in a way that would not have compromised the overall fluidity of 

the network for both freight and passenger transportation. {  

 

 

} 

Further, Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows Union Pacific’s dispatcher had also 

{  

 

} 

 
299 See Amtrak Op. at 83 (discussing UP Select Delays RCA at 42). 
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(4) Complaints about delays to Sunset Limited trains 
allegedly caused by failures to hold freight trains at a 
yard or before the beginning of single-track territory 

Amtrak identifies two occasions on which it claims Union Pacific committed a preference 

violation because it failed to hold freight trains in yards or before the beginning of single-track 

territory to allow Amtrak to advance.300 However, Amtrak cites the same delays discussed above 

involving AMT1-12 on the Alhambra Subdivision when AMT1-12 was operating behind 

schedule.301 

(5) Complaints about delays to Sunset Limited trains 
shortly after they enter Union Pacific territory 

Amtrak complains about Sunset Limited Train 2 encountering recurring freight train 

interference when it enters Union Pacific territory in the Los Angeles Basin.302 However, Amtrak’s 

own data show Amtrak and third parties are as often to blame as Union Pacific when Train 2 

arrives late at its first stop in Pomona, California. The Los Angeles Basin is one of the busiest, 

most congested portions of Union Pacific’s network. Before Train 2 reaches Pomona, Union 

Pacific dispatchers must navigate it past Union Pacific’s LATC Intermodal Terminal, Aurant Yard, 

and City of Industry Intermodal Terminal. Despite those challenges, even during Complaint 

Period, Train 2 arrived on time at Pomona 62.5% of the time (95 of 152 trains). Of the 57 late-

arriving trains, 27 incurred more than fifteen minutes of Amtrak and third-party delay, 27 incurred 

 
300 See id. at 83. 
301 See id. at 83 n.216 (citing UP Train 1 RCA at 399; UP Train 1 RCA at 400). 
302 See id. at 83. 
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more than fifteen minutes of host delay. Further, when Amtrak attributed freight train interference 

to Union Pacific, the median delay was just 11.5 minutes.303 

Amtrak specifically identifies six occasions on which it claims Union Pacific committed a 

preference violation because Sunset Limited Train 2 experienced a delay shortly after its departure 

from Los Angeles. Two of the six occasions were discussed above—one involving a trespasser 

incident and the other involving congestion at West Colton Yard.304 Of the remaining four 

complaints, one involved extremely congested conditions that left the dispatcher no option other 

than to hold Amtrak, one involved a train crew that reached its hours-of-service limit, and two 

involved Amtrak’s unreasonable demand that Union Pacific devote its double-main tracks to 

Amtrak’s use in overtaking freight trains even when traffic is coming from the opposite direction. 

• AMT2-03, 8/3/22, 61-minute delay, Alhambra Subdivision305 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT2-03 

was held near El Monte to meet IG1LC-30. Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows the 

Alhambra Subdivision was extremely congested when AMT2-03 arrived at El Monte. 

{  

 

 

 

 

} 

 
303 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Amtrak Delay Data.xlsx,” Tab “AMT2 OTP Pomona – 
0002” (derived from Amtrak’s Sept. 2023 Resp. “Detailed COTP, Lateness and Arrival Data” 
(AMTRAK_STB_NATIVE_0002)). 
304 See Amtrak Op. at 84 n.219 (citing UP Train 2 RCA at 279; UP Train 2 RCA at 60). 
305 See id. at 84 (discussing UP Train 2 RCA at 256). 
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{ } Also, 

Amtrak was responsible for 83 minutes of total delay to AMT2-03. 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently and in a way that would not have compromised the overall fluidity of 

the network for both freight and passenger transportation. 

• AMT2-19, 6/19/22, 39-minute delay, Yuma Subdivision306 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT2-19 

followed ICIG1-19 near Beaumont. Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows {  

} 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. As discussed above, dispatchers are instructed not to allow a faster 

train to overtake a slower train using double-track main line unless there is no oncoming 

opposing traffic. In addition, {  

}  

Notably, Amtrak was responsible for 195 minutes of total delay to AMT2-19. 

• AMT2-13, 3/13/22, 20-minute delay, Yuma Subdivision307 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT2-13 

followed ILBG4-13 between Wister Crossovers and Mesquite. Union Pacific’s root cause 

analysis shows {  

 

} Union Pacific records 

 
306 See id. at 84 n.219 (citing UP Train 2 RCA at 206). 
307 See id. at 84 n.219 (citing UP Train 2 RCA at 5). 
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show {  

}308 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows the dispatcher had arranged 

for {  

 

} As discussed above, dispatchers are instructed not to allow a faster train to 

overtake a slower train using double-track main line unless there is no oncoming opposing 

traffic. In addition, {  

} 

{ } 

Also, Amtrak was responsible for 341 total minutes of delay to AMT2-13. 

• AMT2-06, 5/7/22, 125-minute delay, Alhambra Subdivision309 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT2-06 

was delayed between its Pomona and Ontario station stops. Union Pacific’s root cause 

analysis shows the delay occurred because {  

 

 

} One passenger detrained at Pomona; three detrained at Ontario. 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently.  

 
308 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Batt Additional Root Cause Support_HC.zip.” 
309 See Amtrak Op. at 84 n.219 (citing UP Train 2 RCA at 112). 
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{ } Also, 

Amtrak was responsible for 112 total minutes of delay to AMT2-06. 

c) Amtrak’s complaints about delays to Sunset Limited trains 
allegedly caused by Union Pacific’s crew management practices 
do not show preference violations. 

Amtrak’s complaints about delays allegedly caused by Union Pacific’s crew management 

practices do not show preference violations. Union Pacific works hard to avoid having train crews 

expire when trains are on a main line because such events can cause significant disruption.310 If 

dispatchers identify a potential problem, they alert supervisors and develop a plan to address the 

situation.311 Dispatchers are instructed to give priority treatment to trains with crews running short 

on hours of service to get them to a crew change or tie-down point that creates the least risk of 

disruption to the network.312 If trains cannot reach a crew change point or available siding before 

crews expire, the dispatcher will stop them as close to the crew change point as possible to limit 

the length of the disruption.313 If a freight train ahead of an Amtrak train is tied down on a single-

main segment, dispatchers have no choice but to stop Amtrak. 

Amtrak identifies three occasions on which it claims Union Pacific committed a preference 

violation relating to expiring train crews.314 Amtrak fails to specify what the dispatcher could have 

done differently without compromising the overall fluidity of the network for both freight and 

passenger transportation. 

 
310 See Batt RVS at 21. 
311 See id. 
312 See id. 
313 See id. at 22. 
314 See Amtrak Op. at 85–86. 
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• AMT2-23, 9/24/22, 124-minute delay, Yuma Subdivision315 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when the crew of 

MWCEP-23 reached their hours-of-service limit and stopped on the single-main track just 

west of the crew change point at Yuma. Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows {  

} Union Pacific 

dispatching records show {  

  

 

 

 

 

} 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. Union Pacific’s dispatcher was trying to get MWCEP-23 to Yuma, or 

as close as possible to the crew change point. Amtrak fails to evaluate the consequence of 

stopping MWCEP-23 further from Yuma, which also would have caused congestion, 

including because recrewing the train would have taken even longer. AMT2-23 would have 

been delayed by that congestion.  

{ } Also, 

Amtrak was responsible for 117 total minutes of delay to AMT2-23. 

 
315 See id. at 85 (discussing UP Select Delays RCA at 37). 
316 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Batt Additional Root Cause Support_HC.zip.” 
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• AMT1-20, 9/23/22, 63-minute delay, Yuma Subdivision317 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when the crew of 

ILBNS-21 reached their hours-of-service limit and stopped on the single-main track just 

west of the crew change point at Yuma. Union Pacific dispatching records show {  

}318 Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows 

{  

 

} 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. Amtrak appears to fault the dispatcher for not stopping ILBNS-21 

further from Yuma, but Amtrak fails to consider whether such a decision would have 

compromised the overall fluidity of the network for both freight and passenger 

transportation.  

{ } and Amtrak 

was operating almost three hours behind schedule. Also, Amtrak was responsible for 173 

total minutes of delay to AMT1-20. 

• AMT1-05, 4/6/22, 105-minute delay, Lafayette Subdivision319 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT1-05 

was held at Brimstone for a meet with MBTLK-06 to allow MBTLK-06 to reach its 

destination before the crew’s hours of service expired, after MBTLK-06 was delayed in 

 
317 See Amtrak Op. at 85 (discussing UP Train 1 RCA at 25). 
318 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Batt Additional Root Cause Support_HC.zip.” 
319 See Amtrak Op. at 86 (discussing UP Select Delays RCA at 12). 
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departing from Beaumont. Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows {  

 

 

 

 

} 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. Amtrak does not consider the consequences of stopping MBTLK-06 

on one of the few available sidings on the Lafayette Subdivision, which would have left 

the siding unavailable for other meets until the train could be recrewed, and whether such 

a decision would have compromised the overall fluidity of the network for both freight and 

passenger transportation. 

d) Amtrak’s complaints about delays to Sunset Limited trains 
allegedly caused by Union Pacific’s management of traffic on its 
lines do not show preference violations. 

Finally, Amtrak’s complaints that Amtrak categorizes as involving “managing traffic” also 

do not show preference violations.  

(1) Complaints about delays to Sunset Limited trains 
allegedly caused by operating on slower tracks 

Amtrak identifies three occasions on which Union Pacific routed Amtrak’s train on the 

slower of two tracks between the Vail Crossovers and Mescal. Union Pacific’s root cause analyses 

show the dispatcher prudently routed the Sunset Limited on the slower track on each occasion. 
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• AMT1-08, 3/11/22, 18-minute delay, Lordsburg Subdivision320 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT1-08 

was routed westbound over the slower track between the Vail Crossovers and Mescal. 

Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows {  

 

} 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently, but it implies the dispatcher should have {  

} Amtrak does not consider 

the total delay involved and other consequences of {  

} would not have 

compromised the overall fluidity of the network for both freight and passenger 

transportation. Amtrak merely asserts an absolute right to the faster track that is not 

provided by § 24308(c).321  

{  

 

} Also, Amtrak was responsible for 63 total minutes of delay to AMT1-08. 

 
320 See Amtrak Op. at 86–87 (discussing UP Train 1 RCA at 77). Union Pacific’s root cause 
analysis incorrectly reported the date of the delay as February 11 rather than March 11. Amtrak’s 
Opening Statement incorrectly identified the date of the delay as March 8. 
321 Cf. Southern Pac. Co. Discontinuance, 330 I.C.C. at 693 (“Operating conditions may dictate 
that passenger trains be sidetracked . . . for trains which are fleet operated . . . .”). 
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• AMT2-10, 8/11/22, 33-minute delay, Lordsburg Subdivision322 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT2-10 

was routed eastbound over the slower track between the Vail Crossovers and Mescal. 

Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows {  

} 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. The dispatcher could not {  

} 

{  

} and AMT2-10 was operating more than two hours behind schedule. Also, 

Amtrak was responsible for 70 total minutes of delay to AMT2-10. 

• AMT1-08, 2/11/22, 16-minute delay, Lordsburg Subdivision323 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT1-08 

was routed westbound over the slower track between the Vail Crossovers and Mescal. 

Union Pacific’s root cause analysis shows {  

} 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. The dispatcher could not {  

} 

 
322 See Amtrak Op. at 87 (discussing UP Train 2 RCA at 312). 
323 See id. (discussing UP Train 1 RCA at 53). 
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{ } and AMT1-08 was 

operating more than five hours behind schedule. Also, Amtrak was responsible for 37 total 

minutes of delay to AMT1-08. 

(2) Complaints about delays to Sunset Limited trains 
allegedly caused by failing to clear maintenance teams. 

Amtrak identifies one occasion on which a maintenance-of-way crew overstayed its 

scheduled track window. Union Pacific allows maintenance-of-way crews to overstay their 

scheduled windows when scheduled track work has not been completed and it would be less 

disruptive to finish the work than to clean up the area and return another time, leaving maintenance 

uncompleted and causing additional traffic disruption.324 That is exactly what happened on the 

occasion identified by Amtrak. 

• AMT2-19, 1/20/22, 96-minute delay, Sanderson Subdivision325 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT2-19 

was stopped near Strobel because of an overstay of a maintenance-of-way crew. Union 

Pacific’s root cause analysis shows {  

 

 

} 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently or show that disrupting the maintenance-of-way work would not have 

compromised the overall fluidity of the network for both freight and passenger 

transportation. 

 
324 See Batt RVS at 28. 
325 See Amtrak Op. at 87 (discussing UP Select Delays RCA at 28). 
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(3) Complaints about delays to Sunset Limited trains 
allegedly caused by blocking station tracks 

Amtrak identifies one occasion on which the Sunset Limited was blocked from a station 

platform by a freight train. Union Pacific has a policy not to block station platforms when Amtrak 

needs them for passenger operations.326 However, Amtrak’s platforms are almost all on main line 

track, and others can only be reached by moving over main line or yard tracks used by freight 

trains, so situations will arise when the platforms are blocked because of unanticipated events.327 

That is exactly what happened on the occasion identified by Amtrak. 

• AMT2-20, 9/22/22, 99-minute delay, Lordsburg Subdivision328 

Amtrak claims Union Pacific committed a preference violation when AMT1-20 

was blocked from entering the El Paso station by MEPWCX-21. Union Pacific’s root cause 

analysis shows {  

 

} 

Amtrak does not specify how Union Pacific’s dispatcher should have handled the 

situation differently. {  

} 

(4) Complaints about delays to Sunset Limited trains 
allegedly caused by prioritizing premium intermodal 
trains. 

Amtrak identifies six occasions on which it says Union Pacific “admits” prioritizing 

movement of premium intermodal trains over Sunset Limited trains. However, Amtrak merely 

 
326 See Batt RVS at 27. 
327 See id. 
328 See Amtrak Op. at 87 (discussing UP Train 1 RCA at 16). 
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repackages complaints already addressed above at least once, and two of the six do not even 

involve premium intermodal trains: three involve the Vail Crossovers-to-Mescal segment;329 two 

involve AMT1-12’s off-schedule meets on the Alhambra Subdivision with ZCIG4-15 and ILCG1-

14 (which is not a premium intermodal train)330 and one involves AMT2-03’s meet with IG1LC-

30 (which is not a premium intermodal train).331 

3. Union Pacific’s policies, practices, and procedures are consistent with 
Amtrak’s right to preference under 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c). 

Amtrak’s complaints regarding Union Pacific’s policies, practices, and procedures are 

based on Amtrak’s legal claim that rail carriers are required to provide preference not only when 

making individual dispatching decisions, but also in their “systemic practices and procedures.”332 

As discussed in Section IV.A, § 24308(c)’s preference requirement applies only to dispatchers’ 

resolutions of individual dispatching conflicts. Amtrak’s broader concerns with on-time 

performance are addressed through the Operating Agreement. In any event, Union Pacific’s 

policies, practices, and procedures are entirely consistent with Amtrak’s right to preference under 

§ 24308(c). 

a) Union Pacific correctly instructs and supervises dispatchers 
regarding Amtrak’s preference. 

Amtrak’s complaints about Union Pacific’s dispatcher training and supervision do not 

involve the dispatcher training and supervision process; instead, they involve the substance. As 

Erin Batt discusses in her reply verified statement, Union Pacific trains and monitors dispatchers 

 
329 See id. at 88 n.233 (citing UP Train 1 RCA at 77; UP Train 2 RCA at 313; and UP Train 1 
Delay RCA at 53). 
330 See id. at 88 n.234 (citing UP Train 1 RCA at 399 and UP Train 1 RCA at 400). 
331 See id. (citing UP Train 2 RCA at 256). 
332 Id. at 88. 
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to ensure they provide preference to Amtrak.333 Amtrak’s complaint is that Union Pacific correctly 

teaches dispatchers that Amtrak’s preference is not absolute.334 

Amtrak also complains that Union Pacific’s dispatching policies are “mostly silent on how 

to effectuate obligations to Amtrak,” 335 but Union Pacific has a variety of policies affecting 

dispatching, and most do not involve preference.336 Again, Amtrak’s real complaint is not that 

Union Pacific does not teach dispatchers how to weigh Amtrak’s interests when resolving 

conflicts; Amtrak’s complaint is that Union Pacific correctly teaches dispatchers that Amtrak’s 

preference is not absolute. 

Amtrak is also incorrect in claiming Union Pacific fails to adequately address preference 

when evaluating dispatchers.337 As Ms. Batt explains, Union Pacific reviews dispatchers’ 

compliance with preference obligations by conducting periodic monitoring sessions and providing 

feedback.338 {{  

 

 
333 See Batt RVS at 17–19. 
334 See Amtrak Op. at 89–90. Amtrak also appears to be incorrect when it suggests BNSF teaches 
its dispatchers that Amtrak’s preference is absolute. As Amtrak itself recognizes, BNSF instructs 
dispatchers they can delay Amtrak trains as long as they obtain supervisory approval. See id. at 
89–90 (citing BNSF’s Response to the Board’s Interrogatories and Document Requirements; 
Appendix A – Part IV at 26–27 (Sept. 25, 2023)). 
335 Id. at 90. 
336 Amtrak observes that one of Union Pacific’s policies requires dispatchers to inform their 
Corridor Manager if a decision is made to delay an Amtrak train, and it falsely suggests providing 
such information orally raises questions that “implicate compliance with federal law.” Id. at 90 
n.240. No federal law requires dispatchers to inform Corridor Managers if a decision is made to 
delay an Amtrak train, much less to document such decisions. 
337 See Amtrak Op. at 91. 
338 See Batt RVS at 19. 
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}}339 

Amtrak’s inability to specify a single occasion on which a dispatcher should have handled 

a conflict differently and in a way that would not have compromised the overall fluidity of the 

network for both freight and passenger transportation demonstrates Union Pacific appropriately 

trains and supervises dispatchers. 

b) Amtrak’s preference does not require Union Pacific’s 
computer-aided dispatching system to account for preference. 

Amtrak confuses Union Pacific’s train dispatching priorities with its statutory preference 

when it complains that Amtrak trains and Union Pacific’s premium intermodal trains are both 

assigned the highest numeric priority in Union Pacific’s Advanced Movement Planner 

algorithm.340 Union Pacific assigns Amtrak trains the highest numeric priority in its Advanced 

Movement Planner algorithm as part of its effort to provide on-time service under the Operating 

Agreement.341 However, Advanced Movement Planner’s algorithm is not currently designed to 

address the legal issue of preference.342 In fact, as Ms. Batt explains in her reply verified statement, 

Advanced Movement Planner does not currently {{  

 

 
339 See id. 
340 See Amtrak Op. at 91–92. 
341 Amtrak has no cause to complain that premium intermodal trains are also assigned the highest 
numeric priority. Union Pacific’s contractual obligation to provide on-time service to Amtrak does 
not trump its obligations to freight customers. Further, Amtrak is wrong to the extent it suggests 
railroads have not historically assigned equally high priority to certain freight and passenger trains. 
For example, the St. Louis Southwestern Railway began operating the Blue Streak merchandise 
train in 1930 as a first-class train and at passenger train speeds with passenger train locomotives. 
The train’s initial schedule was faster than St. Louis Southwestern’s passenger schedule. See 
Southern Pacific Railroad History Center, The Blue Streak Merchandise Operation, 
https://splives.org/blue-streak-merchandise-bsm/. 
342 See Batt RVS at 10; see also UP’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 34. 
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}}344 Union Pacific 

has no obligation to develop any train optimizing algorithm at all, much less one that accounts for 

preference. Union Pacific’s dispatchers remain fully responsible for monitoring and directing all 

train movements, and thus they remain fully responsible for giving Amtrak preference.345  

Amtrak weaves out of whole cloth a suggestion that Union Pacific’s use of Advanced 

Movement Planner affected its right to preference during the Complaint Period.346 As Ms. Batt 

explains, {{  

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

}} 

 
343 See Batt RVS at 9–10. 
344 See UP’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 32–34. 
345 See id. at 33; Batt RVS at 9. 
346 See Amtrak Op. at 92–93. 
347 Batt RVS at 10. 
348 See id. at 11. 
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In its Briefing Order, the Board asked how Union Pacific’s assignment of the highest 

priority numeric in its Advanced Movement Planner algorithm to both premium intermodal trains 

and Amtrak trains should be analyzed under a “preference” framework.349 Union Pacific’s use of 

Advanced Movement Planner and the train priority assignments in the Advanced Movement 

Planner algorithm have no relevance to preference. 

c) Amtrak’s preference does not impose any requirements on 
Union Pacific’s freight train scheduling. 

Amtrak’s complaints about scheduling confuse contractual on-time performance 

obligations with Amtrak’s preference and Amtrak’s obligation to achieve Customer OTP. As 

discussed above, Union Pacific tries to avoid creating schedules that bring freight trains into 

conflict with Amtrak trains because conflicts negatively impact its customer service and its 

commitments under the Operating Agreement. Amtrak criticizes Union Pacific’s Train Schedule 

Builder computer program as simplistic,350 but Union Pacific has no obligation to develop a 

scheduling algorithm that builds schedules under which conflicts never arise between freight trains 

and Amtrak. And despite Amtrak’s criticisms and complaints about scheduling, Amtrak does not 

identify any freight schedule that creates conflicts when trains are on schedule. As a practical 

matter, scheduling cannot prevent conflicts from arising on a busy route like the Sunset Limited 

Route, where trains often do not adhere to their schedules. More importantly, as legal matter, 

§ 24308(c) does not require rail carriers to design and operate their networks to ensure conflicts 

between freight trains and Amtrak never arise; rather, it requires dispatchers to give Amtrak 

preference in resolving any dispatching conflicts that do arise.  

 
349 Briefing Order at 4. 
350 See Amtrak Op. at 93–94. 
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d) Amtrak’s preference does not impose any requirement on Union 
Pacific to establish a compliance program relating to 
preference. 

Amtrak’s claim that Union Pacific is violating Amtrak’s preference by not establishing a 

suitable preference compliance program is Kafkaesque. As discussed above, Union Pacific 

dispatchers are trained to comply with Amtrak’s preference, and their performance is regularly 

evaluated by supervisors. Amtrak monitors Union Pacific’s compliance with preference through 

real-time access to Union Pacific dispatchers’ screens. And Amtrak has not specified a single 

occasion on which a dispatcher should have handled a conflict differently and in a way that would 

not have compromised the overall fluidity of the network for both freight and passenger 

transportation. Union Pacific has no practical reason to develop and deploy a more sophisticated 

compliance system than it already has to address a problem that does not exist, and § 24308(c) 

does not impose any legal obligation to develop a preference compliance program. 

V. The Board Lacks Legal Authority To Award Damages Or Other Relief In This 
Proceeding. 

In its Briefing Order, the Board asked parties to address its legal authority to award 

damages for delays attributable to preference violations under the provisions of 49 U.S.C. 

§ 24308(f)(2).351 As discussed in Section V.A.1, the Board has no authority to award damages or 

other relief for any delays attributable to a host carrier’s failure to provide preference unless the 

host carrier’s failures to provide preference would, standing alone, cause Amtrak’s Customer OTP 

to fall below 80 percent for two consecutive calendar quarters. Moreover, as discussed in Section 

V.A.2, even if the Board found that condition was satisfied here, it could not award damages or 

other relief in this proceeding because it has not provided fair notice of the standard it will apply 

 
351 Briefing Order at 3–4. 
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in evaluating preference complaints. The Board’s failure to provide fair notice is exacerbated by 

the procedures adopted in this matter, under which host carriers will not receive notice of facts 

allegedly constituting preference violations until after the Board finds violations have occurred, 

and a subsequent hearing would address only damages and other relief. This lack of fair notice and 

timely opportunity to respond violates fundamental principles of due process. 

A. The Board does not have authority to award damages or other relief for any 
delays attributable to a host rail carrier’s failure to provide preference unless 
the host carrier’s failures to provide preference, standing alone, caused 
Amtrak’s Customer OTP to fall below 80% for two consecutive calendar 
quarters. 

Even if the Board could award damages or other relief in this proceeding, it could not award 

damages or other relief in the absence of proof that a host carrier’s failure to provide preference, 

standing alone, caused Amtrak’s Customer OTP to fall below 80% for any two consecutive 

calendar quarters. Amtrak’s claim that the Board may award damages and other relief for “any and 

all delays”352 attributable to the host carrier’s failure to provide preference is inconsistent with the 

context, structure, history, and purpose of § 24308(f)(2). In § 24308(f)(2), “delays” and “failures 

to achieve minimum standards” are expressions of a singular concept, not separate triggers for 

liability. Congress adopted § 24308(f) to promote its performance standard, not to authorize 

Board-conducted mini-trials over delays that did not cause failures to achieve that standard—i.e., 

failures to achieve at least 80% Customer OTP for two consecutive quarters. 

Amtrak attributes inappropriate significance to the word “or” in § 24308(f)(2)’s reference 

to “delays or failures to achieve minimum standards.” As the Supreme Court recognizes, “to 

ascertain the clear intention of the legislature . . . courts are often compelled to construe ‘or’ as 

 
352 Amtrak Op. at 98. 
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meaning ‘and,’ and again ‘and’ as meaning ‘or.’”353 “[T]he word ‘or’ is often used as a careless 

substitute for the word ‘and’; that is, it is often used in phrases where ‘and’ would express the 

thought with greater clarity.”354 “Whether requirements in a statute are to be treated as disjunctive 

or conjunctive does not always turn on whether the word ‘or’ is used; rather it turns on context.”355 

A statute must be interpreted “not in a vacuum, but with reference to the statutory context, 

‘structure, history and purpose.’”356 

The Eight Circuit has reached the same conclusion with respect to use of the word “or” in 

§ 24308(f). In Union Pacific Railroad Company v. Surface Transportation Board, the Eighth 

Circuit rejected the Board’s argument that the statute’s use of “or” in § 24308(f)(1)’s first sentence 

created “two triggers” for Board investigations: failure to achieve on-time performance at least 

80% of the time, or failure to meet service quality standards developed by the FRA and Amtrak 

under PRIIA § 207.357 As the court explained, “discrete grammar rules and cannons of construction 

are ‘not an absolute and can assuredly be overcome by other indicia of meaning.’”358 The court 

concluded the statute contained only one trigger—the on-time metric developed by the FRA and 

Amtrak: “A common-sense reading of how on-time performance functions in PRIIA reveals that 

 
353 United States v. Fisk, 70 U.S. 445, 447 (1865); see also De Sylva v. Ballentine, 351 U.S. 570, 
573 (1956) (reading the word “or” to mean “and” in the phrase “widow, widower, or children”); 
Swearingen v. United States, 161 U.S. 446, 450 (1896) (interpreting “obscene, lewd or lascivious” 
to describe “one and the same offense”); United States v. Scrimgeour, 636 F.2d 1019, 1021–24 
(5th Cir. 1981) (construing the word “or” in perjury statute to mean “and”); United States v. Moore, 
613 F.2d 1029, 1038–45 (D.C. Cir. 1979) (same); United States v. Mullendore, 30 F. Supp. 13, 15 
(N.D. Okla.1939), appeal dismissed, 111 F.2d 898 (10th Cir. 1940) (“lands or money” interpreted 
to mean “lands and money”). 
354 De Sylva, 351 U.S. at 573. 
355 United States v. One 1973 Rolls Royce, V.I.N. SRH-16266, 43 F.3d 794, 814–15 (3d Cir. 1994). 
356 Abramski v. United States, 573 U.S. 169, 179 (2014) (quoting Maracich v. Spears, 570 U.S. 
48, 76 (2013)). 
357 See Union Pac. R.R. Co. v. STB, 863 F.3d 816 (8th Cir. 2017). 
358 Id. at 825 (quoting Lockhart v. United States, 577 U.S. 347, 352 (2016)). 
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the FRA and Amtrak develop metrics and standards, including for on-time performance,” and “[i]f 

Amtrak’s on-time performance is worse than 80 percent for two consecutive quarters, then the 

Board may investigate.”359 

Amtrak’s claim that the Board may award damages and other relief under § 24308(f)(2) 

for any delays attributable to preference violations relies on a similarly flawed “two triggers” 

argument—i.e., the Board can award damages for “delays” or “failures to achieve minimum 

standards.” A common-sense reading of § 24308(f) shows Congress used the two terms 

interchangeably. Congress enacted PRIIA to address a wide range of issues relating to investment 

in and improvement of passenger rail service. To address one aspect of service, Congress 

instructed the FRA and Amtrak to develop an on-time performance metric and authorized the 

Board to initiate investigations if on-time performance averages less than 80% for two consecutive 

quarters. Specifically, in § 24308(f)(1), Congress directed the Board “to determine whether and to 

what extent delays or failure to achieve minimum standards are due to causes that could reasonably 

be addressed by a rail carrier over whose tracks the intercity passenger train operates or reasonably 

addressed by Amtrak or other intercity passenger rail operators.”360 In the phrase “delays or failure 

to achieve minimum standards,” Congress used “delays” and “failure to achieve minimum 

standards” interchangeably to express a singular concept: the Board should investigate the causes 

of failures to achieve Congress’s on-time performance standard. Reflecting the interchangeable 

nature of the two terms, in the very next sentence, Congress used just one of the terms, stating, 

“the Board has authority to review . . . the extent to which scheduling and congestion contribute 

to delays,” even though Congress plainly intended the Board to consider the extent to which 

 
359 Id. at 826. 
360 49 U.S.C. § 24308(f)(1) (emphasis added). 
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scheduling and congestion contribute to failures to achieve its on-time performance standard.361 

Amtrak’s claim that Congress intended “delays” to mean something different than “failures to 

achieve minimum standards” in § 24308(f)(2) is inconsistent with Congress’s use of those terms 

in § 24308(f)(1). 

Amtrak’s “two triggers” interpretation of § 24308(f)(2) is also inconsistent with the 

structure, context, and purpose of PRIIA, which focuses on big-picture efforts to improve 

passenger rail service. Amtrak’s interpretation attributes to Congress the intent to deputize the 

Board to root out and remedy preference violations regardless of whether they caused failures to 

achieve its on-time performance standard. However, Congress has already deputized the Attorney 

General to enforce Amtrak’s statutory preference in 49 U.S.C. § 24103(a)(1). Furthermore, as 

noted above, rooting out preference violations was not Congress’s objective in enacting PRIIA. 

Even with regard to metrics and standards, Congress was concerned not only with developing 

metrics and standards addressing on-time performance, but also Amtrak’s “cost recovery, . . . 

ridership, on-board services, stations, facilities, equipment, and other services.” 362 And, in 

addressing on-time performance, Congress’s focus was achieving its performance standard. 

Congress instructed the Board to determine the extent to which failures to achieve that standard 

were due to causes that could reasonably be addressed by host rail carriers and Amtrak.363 To be 

sure, Congress authorized the Board to award damages if it determines failures to achieve the 

standard were caused by preference violations. But Congress directed the Board to focus on 

achieving its on-time performance standard. Nothing in PRIIA’s structure, context, or purpose 

 
361 Id. (emphasis added). 
362 PRIIA § 207(a) (codified at 49 U.S.C. § 24101 note). 
363 See 49 U.S.C. § 24308(f)(1). 
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suggests Congress intended to authorize the Board to divert energy and resources to conducting 

mini-trials involving delays that did not cause failures to achieve its on-time performance standard. 

PRIIA’s legislative history confirms Congress intended to authorize the Board to award 

damages and other relief for preference violations only if the violations caused failures to achieve 

its performance standard. The Senate Report on PRIIA explained the provision that became 

§ 24308(f) provides that, in the event of a failure to achieve the standard, the “STB may investigate 

the extent to which such failure is due to causes that could reasonably be addressed by the operating 

freight railroad,” and “[i]f the Board determines that the cause is the failure of a freight railroad to 

provide preference to Amtrak over freight trains, the Board shall enforce that preference under 

applicable law and may award damages.”364 PRIIA’s legislative history also refutes Amtrak’s “two 

triggers” theory by providing further proof that Congress used “delays” and “failure to achieve 

minimum standards” interchangeably. Specifically, the Senate Report describes the provision 

granting Amtrak the ability to trigger an investigation of a failure to achieve Congress’s on-time 

performance standard as allowing Amtrak “to petition STB directly for an investigation of Amtrak 

delays.”365 PRIIA’s legislative history thus confirms Congress did not intend to authorize Board-

 
364 S. Rept. 110-67 at 25 (2007); see also id. at 16 (“S. 294 would direct the STB to investigate 
Amtrak’s failure to meet certain performance measures and determine when the performance 
failure is due to a freight rail carrier’s refusal to provide Amtrak preference over its tracks. The 
bill would authorize the STB to charge damages to freight rail carriers for refusing to give Amtrak 
such preference, and the bill would direct STB to provide those penalties to Amtrak.”). 
365 Id. at 25 (emphasis added). Congress’s interchangeable use of “delays” and “failure to achieve 
minimum standards” is also shown in the language from the Senate Report that Amtrak cites on 
page 100 of its Opening Statement: “If the STB determines that delays to passenger trains are the 
result of freight railroads not providing priority access to Amtrak, . . . STB would be authorized to 
take appropriate action to enforce Amtrak’s priority access rights.” Id. at 11 (emphasis added). 
Plainly, Congress authorized the Board to award damages if the Board determines failures to 
achieve minimum standards are caused by preference violations. 
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conducted mini-trials involving delays that did not cause failures to achieve its on-time 

performance standard. 

Amtrak itself has previously recognized § 24308(f)(2) authorizes the Board to award 

damages or other relief for preference violations only if the Board finds the violations caused a 

failure to achieve Congress’s on-time performance standard. Testifying before Congress, Amtrak 

President Stephen Gardner stated: 

This provision, codified at 49 U.S.C. 24308(f), authorizes the STB 
to conduct investigations of poor on time performance of Amtrak 
trains, and if it finds that the poor performance was attributable to 
failure to provide preference, to award damages and other relief.366 

The Board has also previously recognized Congress’s intent that the Board award damages 

or other relief only if preference violations caused a failure to achieve the on-time performance 

standard. In describing § 24308(f)(2) in On-Time Performance Under Section 213 of the 

Passenger Rail Investment Improvement Act of 2008, the Board explained: 

Following the investigation, should the Board determine that 
Amtrak’s substandard performance is “attributable to” the rail 
carrier’s “failure to provide preference to Amtrak over freight 
transportation as required” by 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c), the Board may 
“award damages” or other appropriate relief from a host railroad to 
Amtrak. 49 U.S.C. § 24308(f)(2).367 

Similarly, in describing § 24308(f)(2) in Policy Statement on Implementing Intercity 

Passenger On-Time Performance and Preference Provisions of 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c) and (f), the 

Board explained: 

 
366 Examining the Surface Transportation Board’s Role in Ensuring a Robust Passenger Rail 
System, Hearing before the Subcomm. on Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials of the 
H. Comm. on Transportation and Infrastructure, 116th Cong. 4 (2020) (Statement of S. Gardner). 
367 On-Time Performance Under Section 213 of the Passenger Rail Investment Improvement Act 
of 2008, EP 726, slip op. at 2 (STB served July 28, 2016) (emphasis added), petition for review 
granted on other grounds sub nom. Union Pac. v. STB, 863 F.3d 816 (8th Cir. 2017). 
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Following the investigation, should the Board determine that 
Amtrak’s deficient on-time performance is “attributable to” the host 
carrier’s “failure to provide preference to Amtrak over freight 
transportation as required” by 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c), the Board may 
award damages or other appropriate relief. 49 U.S.C. 
§ 24308(f)(2).368 

Finally, in their joint brief to the Eighth Circuit in Union Pacific Railroad Company v. 

Surface Transportation Board, the Department of Justice and the Board confirmed their 

understanding that § 24038(f)(2) authorizes awards of damages or other relief only if preference 

violations caused a failure to achieve Congress’s on-time performance standard: 

[Section 24308(f)] only allows [the Board] to award damages or 
other appropriate relief if the Board subsequently determines that 
the substandard performance of an Amtrak “is attributable to” the 
host carrier’s “failure to provide preference to Amtrak over freight 
transportation as required” by 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c).369 

In sum, a common-sense reading of § 24308(f)(2), considering the statute’s context, 

structure, history, and purpose, makes clear the Board is not authorized to award damages or other 

relief in the absence of proof that a host rail carrier’s failure to provide preference, standing alone, 

caused Amtrak’s Customer OTP to fall below 80% for any two consecutive calendar quarters. 

B. The Board could not award damages in this proceeding because it has not 
provided fair notice of the standards it will apply, and its procedures do not 
provide a fair hearing process. 

As explain above, Union Pacific has not violated Amtrak’s preference because its 

dispatchers have given appropriate weight to Amtrak’s interests in resolving dispatching conflicts 

 
368 Policy Statement on Implementing Intercity Passenger On-Time Performance and Preference 
Provisions of 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c) and (f), EP 728, slip op. at 2 (STB served Dec. 28, 2015) 
(emphasis added). 
369 Brief of Respondents, Union Pac. R.R. v. STB, 2016 WL 6926574, at *18–19 (8th Cir. Nov. 
22, 2016) (emphasis added); see also id. at *46 (“[Congress] thus empowered the Board to 
investigate the reason for delays to Amtrak trains and to award damages and other relief to the 
extent that the delays are attributable to the host railroad’s failure to accord Amtrak trains 
preference as required by § 24308(c).” (emphasis added)). 
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between freight trains and the Sunset Limited. Further, even if the Board were to find a preference 

violation, Amtrak would not be entitled to damages because the record contains no evidence that 

the Sunset Limited’s failure to achieve at least 80% Customer OTP for two consecutive quarters is 

attributable to preference violations. If the Board were to disagree, however, it still could not 

impose damages on Union Pacific in this case because it has not provided fair notice of the standard 

it will apply in this proceeding or a fair opportunity for Union Pacific to rebut claims made against 

it in light of those standards. 

“A fundamental principle in our legal system is that laws which regulate persons or entities 

must give fair notice of conduct that is forbidden or required.”370 “[W]e insist that laws give the 

person of ordinary intelligence a reasonable opportunity to know what is prohibited, so that he 

may act accordingly.”371 “In the absence of notice . . . an agency may not deprive a party of 

property by imposing civil or criminal liability.”372 “[T]hose regulated by an administrative agency 

are entitled to know the rules by which the game will be played.”373 

While Union Pacific believes that it has put forward the best interpretation of what 

preference is under the statute, the Board has provided no guidance on the standard it will 

 
370 FCC v. Fox Television Stations, Inc., 567 U.S. 239, 253 (2012); see also Papachristou v. 
Jacksonville, 405 U.S. 156, 162 (1972) (“Living under a rule of law entails various suppositions, 
one of which is that ‘[all persons] are entitled to be informed as to what the State commands or 
forbids.’” (quoting Lanzetta v. New Jersey, 306 U.S. 451, 453 (1939) (alteration in original))). 
371 Grayned v. City of Rockford, 408 U.S. 104, 108 (1972); see also Broadrick v. Oklahoma, 413 
U.S. 601, 607 (1973) (statute is unconstitutionally vague if “men of common intelligence must 
necessarily guess at its meaning”). 
372 General Elec. Co. v. EPA, 53 F.3d 1324, 1328–29 (D.C. Cir. 1995). 
373 United States v. AMC Ent., Inc., 549 F.3d 760, 768 (9th Cir. 2008) (quoting Alaska Prof’l 
Hunters Ass’n v. FAA, 117 F.3d 1030, 1035 (D.C. Cir. 1999)); Timpinaro v. SEC, 2 F.3d 453, 460 
(D.C. Cir. 1993) (SEC rule unconstitutionally vague because “a trader would be hard pressed to 
know when he is in danger of triggering an adverse reaction”); Diamond Roofing Co. v. 
Occupational Safety & Health Rev. Comm'n, 528 F.2d 645, 649 (5th Cir. 1976) (agency “must 
provide a reasonably clear standard of culpability to circumscribe the discretion of the enforcing 
authority and its agents”). 
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ultimately apply in this case. In 2015, the Board acknowledged § 24308 “does not define or directly 

qualify ‘preference.’”374 In 2016, the Board withdrew a proposed policy statement intended to 

provide guidance on the preference requirement because “the host carrier and passenger rail parties 

hold very different views on . . . the interpretation of ‘preference.’”375 In its Briefing Order, the 

Board directed Amtrak to “address what it alleges would constitute a ‘failure to provide preference 

to Amtrak’ under 49 U.S.C. § 24308(f).”376 The Board also directed each of the other rail carrier 

parties to include in its reply “a proposed interpretation of ‘preference.’”377 And, despite 

previously ruling “only parties to the proceeding will be permitted to . . . submit substantive 

arguments,”378 the Board invited “non-parties to the investigation to submit replies to Amtrak’s 

opening statement and the railroad parties’ reply statements” because “the interpretation of these 

statutory terms is an issue of first impression and a matter of broad public interest.”379 Under the 

Board’s procedural schedule, host carriers’ evidentiary submissions are due on December 23, 

2024, one month before non-parties may submit proposed definitions of preference, and well 

before the Board will decide what preference means as “an issue of first impression.”380 As 

 
374 Policy Statement on Implementing Intercity Passenger Train On-Time Performance and 
Preference Provisions of 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c) and (f), EP 728, slip op. at 3 (STB served Dec. 28, 
2015); see id. at 2 (“However, ‘preference’ is not defined by statute.”). 
375 Policy Statement on Implementing Intercity Passenger Train On-Time Performance and 
Preference Provisions of 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c) and (f), EP 728, slip op. at 3 (STB served July 28, 
2016). 
376 Briefing Order at 3. 
377 Id. at 4. The Board also gave carriers the option of taking no position. See id. 
378 July 2023 Decision at 3 n.5. 
379 Briefing Order at 4. The Board plainly could not retroactively apply any new rule it developed 
in a quasi-rulemaking. See, e.g., Marrie v. SEC, 374 F.3d 1196, 1206 (D.C. Cir. 2004) (agency 
erred in applying new rule retroactively because “there was no ascertainably certain standard” for 
finding improper conduct at the time of the conduct under review). 
380 Briefing Order at 4. 
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discussed further below, the Board’s procedures thus place Union Pacific and other host carriers 

in the impossible position of addressing their treatment of Sunset Limited trains without knowing 

what facts the Board will assert constitute preference violations.381 

Host carriers cannot have fair notice of what § 24308 forbids or requires when the Board 

itself does not even know the answers to those questions and instead regards them as open for 

debate. Should the Board adopt Amtrak’s view of preference, or some other view that is also 

inconsistent with Union Pacific’s view, the Board could not hold Union Pacific responsible for a 

preference violation. Where the regulatory requirements are unclear, “where the petitioner’s 

interpretation is reasonable, and where the agency itself struggles to provide a definitive reading 

of the regulatory requirements, a regulated party is not ‘on notice’ of the agency’s ultimate 

interpretation of the regulations, and may not be punished.”382 The Board cannot award damages 

or other relief on a host carrier for failing to provide preference when it “is unclear as to what fact 

must be proved.”383 

Although the Administrative Procedure Act may allow the Board to provide guidance in 

implementing § 24308 using a case-by-case approach, that is no answer to the fair notice issue.384 

 
381 “It is equally fundamental that the right to notice and an opportunity to be heard ‘must be 
granted at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manner.’” Hamdi v. Rumsfeld, 542 U.S. 507, 
533 (2004) (quoting Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U.S. 67, 80 (1972) (internal quotations omitted)); see 
also Hicks v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec., 909 F.3d 786, 800 (6th Cir. 2018). 
382 General Elec., 53 F.3d at 1334; Georgia Pac. Corp. v. Occupational Safety & Health Rev. 
Comm’n, 25 F.3d 999, 1005 (11th Cir. 1994) (regulation unconstitutionally vague where the 
government “is unable to settle upon a single definition of a critical term or phrase of its own 
regulation”); Pearson v. Shalala, 164 F.3d 650, 661 (D.C. Cir. 1999) (“[I]t must be possible for 
the regulated class to perceive the principles which are guiding agency action.”). 
383 Fox Television, 567 U.S. at 253 (“As this Court has explained, a regulation is not vague because 
it may at times be difficult to prove an incriminating fact but rather because it is unclear as to what 
fact must be proved.” (emphasis added)). 
384 See Pearson, 164 F.3d at 660 n.12; id. at 660 (“[W]e are quite unimpressed with the 
government’s argument that the agency is justified in employing this standard without definition 
because Congress used the same standard in [the statute].”).  
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Even where an agency “may determine specific applications of its rules on a case by case basis, 

[a] court ‘cannot defer to the [agency]’s interpretation of its rules if doing so would penalize an 

individual who has not received fair notice of a regulatory violation.’”385 

The lack of fair notice regarding what the Board might decide constitutes a preference 

violation is exacerbated by the procedures adopted the Board adopted in this matter. As noted 

above, Union Pacific and other host carriers will not receive notice of facts constituting preference 

violations until after the Board finds violations have occurred, and a subsequent hearing would 

address only damages and other relief. The Board’s procedures thus violate due process 

requirements because the Board could find Union Pacific and other host carriers committed 

preference violations without providing timely notice of the facts alleged to constitute violations—

that is, notice at a time Union Pacific and other host carriers could defend themselves by offering 

evidence to rebut specific assertions.386 Due process requires that parties “receive notice of the 

factual basis” of the claims against made against them “and a fair opportunity to rebut [those] 

factual assertions.”387 “Parties whose rights are to be affected are entitled to be heard; and in order 

that they may enjoy that right they must first be notified. It is equally fundamental that the right to 

notice and an opportunity to be heard ‘must be granted at a meaningful time and in a meaningful 

 
385 KPMG, LLP v. SEC, 289 F.3d 109, 116 (D.C. Cir. 2002) (quoting Upton v. SEC, 75 F.3d 92, 
98 (2d Cir. 1996)). 
386 Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 333 (1976) (quoting Armstrong v. Manzo, 380 U.S. 545, 
552 (1965)) (“The fundamental requirement of due process is the opportunity to be heard ‘at a 
meaningful time and in a meaningful manner.’”). 
387 Hamdi, 542 U.S. at 533. 
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manner.’”388 Due process requires that “[t]hose regulated by an administrative agency are entitled 

to know the rules by which the game will be played.”389 

The Board’s procedures in this case stand in contrast to the Board’s established rules for 

handling other investigations. Under the Board’s established rules for other investigations, after 

the Board reviews the recommendations and summary of findings prepared by the assigned 

Investigating Officers, it can decide to dismiss the investigation or “initiate a Formal Board 

Proceeding to determine whether any provision of 49 U.S.C. Subtitle IV, Part A, has been 

violated.”390 In other words, a Board-initiated investigation could not conclude with a finding of a 

violation of the law; rather, it might conclude with a decision to institute a formal proceeding to 

determine whether a violation actually occurred. If the Board decides to institute a formal 

proceeding, it must provide the defendant specific notice of the alleged violation—that is, it must 

issue an Order to Show Cause that “state[s] the basis for, and the issues to be considered during, 

the Formal Board Proceeding.”391 Here, the Board’s investigation could conclude with a finding 

of a violation of law, without Union Pacific and other host carriers ever receiving notice of the 

factual basis of the alleged violations and an opportunity to rebut those assertions. The Board’s 

procedures in this case thus fail to provide Union Pacific and other host carriers due process. 

 
388 Id. (quoting Fuentes, 407 U.S. at 80 (internal quotations omitted)); see also Hicks, 909 F.3d at 
800 (“But Supreme Court precedent, including precedent applying Mathews, indicates that any 
time a citizen is deprived of ‘notice of the factual basis’ for a governmental determination and ‘a 
fair opportunity to rebut the Government's factual assertions before a neutral decisionmaker,’ the 
risk of error is too high.” (quoting Hamdi, 542 U.S. at 533)). 
389 Alaska Prof’l Hunters Ass’n, 177 F.3d at 1035 (internal quotation omitted). 
390 49 C.F.R. § 1122.5(d) (emphasis added). 
391 Id. § 1122.5(e). 
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VI. Union Pacific’s Proposals To Align Sunset Limited Schedules With Customer OTP. 

Union Pacific agrees with Amtrak that the current Sunset Limited schedules were properly 

classified by Amtrak as “disputed” in the FRA’s FY23 Q4 Schedule Certification Tables. Under 

FRA regulations, either Amtrak or a host railroad had to dispute a schedule on or before May 17, 

2021, in order to delay application of the Customer OTP metric by a calendar quarter.392 Union 

Pacific disputed the schedules on April 16, 2021, and Amtrak reported the schedules as disputed 

on May 17, 2021.393 A disputed schedule remains in “disputed” status until the parties can reach 

agreement on what changes should be implemented and certify the schedule.394 

Union Pacific generally agrees with Amtrak’s recitation of the facts surrounding Union 

Pacific’s decision to dispute the Sunset Limited schedules. On April 9, 2021, Union Pacific sought 

to extend the schedules for the Sunset Limited trains, proposing to extend Train 1’s schedule by 81 

minutes, consisting of 74 minutes of recovery time and 7 minutes of pure run time, and to extend 

Train 2’s schedule by 79 minutes, comprised of 74 minutes of recovery time and 5 minutes of pure 

run time.395 One week later, on April 16, 2021, Union Pacific initiated the non-binding dispute 

resolution process for disputing the Sunset Limited schedule for Trains 1 and 2.396 On May 12, 

2021, Amtrak responded consenting to participate in non-binding dispute resolution.397 Union 

 
392 49 C.F.R. § 273.5(a)(3)(ii). 
393 See Amtrak Op., Exhibit 14 (Letter from Amtrak to FRA dated May 17, 2021).  
394 49 C.F.R. § 273.3 (paragraph (2) of “Disputed schedule”). 
395 See Novak RVS at 15. Union Pacific is producing a copy of the schedule provided to Amtrak 
on April 9, 2021. See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “April 9, 2021 email.pdf” and “April 9, 
2021 proposal.xlsx.” Union Pacific just recently became aware it had not produced a copy of this 
proposal as part of its September 2023 Response to Appendix A, Part IV. 
396 See Novak RVS at 15. 
397 See id.; see also Amtrak Op., Exhibits 13, 15. Because the Sunset Limited schedule was disputed 
under the FRA’s regulations, Union Pacific and Amtrak are not required to “transmit a joint letter 
and status report on the first of each month” to relevant Members of Congress or heads of 
Executive agencies pursuant to 49 C.F.R. § 273.5(c)(2). 
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Pacific and Amtrak exchanged multiple rounds of proposals and counterproposals throughout 2021 

concerning how best to revise the Sunset Limited schedule to accord with the new Customer OTP 

metric. Union Pacific proposed specific changes on October 21, 2021, and November 11, 2021.398 

Union Pacific and Amtrak actively negotiated the terms of mediation through September 2022, 

including exchanging numerous drafts of a mediation agreement and identifying a proposed 

mediator.399 Union Pacific and Amtrak were unable to finalize the mediation agreement before 

Amtrak filed this proceeding in December 2022.400 Union Pacific requested Board-sponsored 

mediation in this proceeding, which Amtrak opposed and the Board rejected in its July 11, 2023, 

decision. 

Today, Union Pacific is proposing schedules designed to reflect current operating 

conditions on the Route and that are aligned with the Customer OTP metric. The specific proposes 

are set forth in the accompanying reply verified statement of Katherine Novak. The new schedules 

would add 74 minutes to Train 1’s westbound schedule for a total schedule time of 2,869 minutes 

and 80 minutes to Train 2’s eastbound schedule for a total schedule time of 2,820 minutes.401 

Union Pacific also proposes to redistribute existing recovery time in the schedule, a topic on which 

Amtrak has expressed a willingness to engage.402 

These adjustments to the schedules are necessary to consistently achieve Customer OTP. 

Union Pacific has no incentive to extend Amtrak schedules more than necessary because recovery 

 
398 Union Pacific previously produced documents associated with these proposals to Board. See 
UP’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 20. 
399 See Novak RVS at 15. 
400 See id. at 15–16. 
401 See id. at 17. 
402 Amtrak Op. at 107 (“Amtrak is willing to consider any appropriate reallocation of existing 
recovery time . . . .”). 
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time in excess of what is required will result in Amtrak trains arriving early to stations and sitting 

on the main line until the scheduled departure time, causing unnecessary congestion and delays to 

freight traffic.403 The proposal submitted herein is shorter than Train 1’s schedule between 2005 

and 2009 (2,895 minutes) and shorter than Train 2’s schedule between 2005 2009 (2,850 

minutes).404 These schedule changes are necessitated by the variability of railroad operations on 

the Sunset Limited Route and the incompatibility of the new Customer OTP metric with the current 

schedule. In the event the Board decides to “identify reasonable measures and make 

recommendations to improve the service, quality, and on-time performance” of Sunset Limited 

trains,405 Union Pacific encourages the Board to recommend Amtrak agree to the proposed 

schedules submitted with this filing. 

VII. Union Pacific’s Recommendations And Responses To Amtrak’s Recommendation. 

The Board should reject Amtrak’s proposed recommendations for improving the Sunset 

Limited’s on-time performance. As discussed in Section III.B, Union Pacific is providing on-time 

service under the Operating Agreement. If Amtrak wants to achieve on-time performance under 

Congress’s standard, it must agree to modify and extend the Sunset Limited schedules. The Board 

should therefore make only one recommendation: Amtrak should cooperate with Union Pacific to 

modify and extend Sunset Limited schedules. 

 
403 See Janke RVS at 21. 
404 Compare Novak RVS at 14–15 & Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Novak workpapers.xlsx,” 
Tabs “Train 1 MoWeSa” & “Train 2 SuWeFr” with Amtrak’s Dec. 2023 Resp. at 8 & “2005 
Schedule Skeleton” (AMTRAK_STB_NATIVE_00046). 
As explained above in note 183, Amtrak miscalculated Sunset Limited Train 2’s total time between 
New Orleans and Los Angeles in its December 2023 submission to the Board referenced above. 
The total time in the schedule was 2,850 minutes, not 2,805 minutes. 
405 49 U.S.C. § 24308(f)(1). 
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The Board should reject Amtrak’s proposed recommendations for another reason: many of 

the recommendations would hinder efforts to provide on-time service by eliminating discretion 

dispatchers routinely exercise to minimize delays to the Sunset Limited. Amtrak does offer a few 

recommendations that are not objectionable, but only because they reflect established practices.  

Below, Union Pacific addresses each of Amtrak’s recommendations in the order in which 

Amtrak presented them. 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 1: Except in the event of an emergency, rail carriers 
should not run trains that do not fit into available sidings on rail lines where the rail carrier 
knows or expects Amtrak trains are or will soon be operating. 

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject the proposed recommendation. 

Implementing Amtrak’s proposed recommendation would require Union Pacific dispatchers to 

impose significant delays on freight trains to ensure the Sunset Limited is never delayed, even 

though Sunset Limited schedules incorporate an expectation of delay from conflicts with freight 

trains, and even though Union Pacific can meet its contractual obligation to Amtrak under 

dispatching rules that do not impose unnecessary costs of delay on freight customers. Amtrak also 

fails to consider that running shorter freight trains would likely increase overall delay to the Sunset 

Limited by increasing the number of trains operating on the Sunset Limited Route, thus increasing 

both congestion and the frequency of conflicts between freight trains and the Sunset Limited. If the 

Board issues any recommendation related to passing sidings, the Board should recommend that 

Amtrak fund additional siding extensions on the Sunset Limited Route to the extent Amtrak seeks 

service over and above Union Pacific’s commitment under the Operating Agreement. 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 2: Except in the event of an emergency, rail carriers 
should not dispatch freight trains ahead of Amtrak trains on main tracks where there is a 
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reasonable likelihood that an Amtrak train will “catch up” and be forced to follow the freight 
train, thereby delaying the Amtrak train. 

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject the proposed recommendation. Union 

Pacific dispatchers are instructed to avoid dispatching decisions that would result in the Sunset 

Limited following slower freight trains unnecessarily.406 However, dispatchers have discretion to 

make decisions that result in the Sunset Limited following freight trains when avoiding that 

outcome—e.g., by stopping opposing freight trains on a double-main segment, holding freight 

trains for a lengthy period to avoid even a brief follow, or failing to advance trains with a crews 

approaching their hours-of-service limits—would compromise the overall fluidity of the network 

for both freight and passenger transportation. Implementing Amtrak’s proposed recommendation 

would require Union Pacific dispatchers to impose significant delays on freight trains to ensure 

the Sunset Limited is never delayed, even though Sunset Limited schedules incorporate an 

expectation of some delay from conflicts with freight trains, and even though Union Pacific can 

comply with its on-time performance obligations to Amtrak under rules that do not impose 

unnecessary costs of delay on freight customers. 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 3: Except in the event of an emergency, in the event of 
“meets” between Amtrak and freight trains, rail carriers should place freight trains in available 
sidings and make use of available crossovers in multi-track territory so as to avoid delays to 
Amtrak trains. 

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject the proposed recommendation. 

Implementing Amtrak’s proposed recommendation would increase delays to the Sunset Limited. 

When dispatchers know two trains will meet in single-main territory, they must plan for the trains 

to meet at a siding. The precise location of the meet and which train takes the siding depend on a 

variety of factors. Under certain circumstances, directing the Sunset Limited into a siding will 

 
406 See Batt RVS at 18. 
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result in the least amount of delay to the Sunset Limited.407 Dispatchers use their knowledge, 

experience, and judgment to determine the most efficient way to manage meets, aiming to 

minimize delays to the Sunset Limited. Similarly, when two trains will meet on a double-main 

segment, the precise location and which train should use a cross-over to move to the other main 

segment depend on a variety of factors, including the Sunset Limited’s need to be on a particular 

track for a station stop and the presence of other traffic on the lines.408 Again, dispatchers use their 

knowledge, experience, and judgment to determine the most efficient way to proceed, aiming to 

minimize delays to the Sunset Limited. 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 4: Except in the event of an emergency, rail carriers 
should not make dispatching decisions that result in Amtrak trains meeting freight trains on 
main lines where no siding is available that can accommodate the freight train. 

Union Pacific Response: Amtrak’s Proposed Recommendation 4 appears to be 

substantively the same as Amtrak’s Proposed Recommendation 1. Therefore, the Board should 

reject the proposed recommendation for the reasons stated in response to Amtrak’s Proposed 

Recommendation 1. 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 5: Except in the event of an emergency, rail carriers 
should not allow crews to reach their maximum allowable hours of service while their train is 
occupying a main line in advance of an Amtrak train and should not prioritize the forward 
movement of a freight train over an Amtrak train because the freight crew is approaching its 
maximum allowable hours of service.   

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject the proposed recommendation. As 

discussed in Section III.A.3.d, Union Pacific has robust processes in place to monitor crew hours 

and prevent crews from expiring on the main line. Union Pacific has every incentive to prevent 

crews from reaching their maximum hours of allowable service while their train is occupying a 

 
407 See Batt RVS at 20. 
408 See id. at 23. 
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main line. However, when unexpected events create a risk that crews will expire before reaching 

crew change points, dispatchers are instructed to prioritize their trains to minimize disruption to 

the overall network. Implementing Amtrak’s recommendation would require prioritizing the 

Sunset Limited regardless of the impact on the quality of freight transportation and would likely 

lead to congestion and delays that would ultimately result in poorer service for the Sunset Limited. 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 6: Except in the event of an emergency or when agreed 
to by Amtrak in advance, rail carriers should not route Amtrak trains on slower trackage or 
over slower routings when faster trackage or routings are or could be made available. 

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject the proposed recommendation. 

Implementing Amtrak’s recommendation would restrict dispatchers’ options for managing traffic 

flows, resulting in poorer service for freight traffic and the Sunset Limited. Union Pacific 

dispatchers make routing decisions with the objective of minimizing delays for all trains, including 

the Sunset Limited. When some delay is inevitable, dispatchers will route the Sunset Limited over 

slower trackage or slower routes to minimize its overall delay. Also, as discussed in Section 

III.A.3.e, dispatchers route the Sunset Limited over slower trackage to facilitate directional running 

between Houston and Beaumont, which minimizes delay from train meets and optimizes main line 

capacity. 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 7: Except in the event of an emergency or when agreed 
to by Amtrak in advance, rail carriers should not reroute or delay an Amtrak train in order to 
adhere to the carrier’s directional operating preferences. 

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject this proposed recommendation. As 

discussed in response to Amtrak’s Proposed Recommendation 6, Union Pacific’s use of directional 

operations between Houston and Beaumont benefits the Sunset Limited by minimizing delays from 

train meets and optimizing main line capacity. Implementing Amtrak’s recommendation would 

result in poorer service for freight traffic and the Sunset Limited. 
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• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 8: Except in the event of an emergency or when agreed 
to by Amtrak in advance, rail carriers should ensure that rail lines are clear of maintenance 
crews or working trains in advance of the arrival of an Amtrak train. 

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject the proposed recommendation. Under 

the Operating Agreement, Union Pacific is solely responsible for scheduling track maintenance 

activities. While unforeseen circumstances can sometimes lead to Amtrak trains being delayed by 

maintenance activities, Union Pacific is committed to improving its coordination efforts and 

minimizing such disruptions. Maintenance crews may overstay a scheduled work window when 

issues arise such that more time is required to complete planned maintenance and restore safe track 

conditions than was originally anticipated. Allowing maintenance crews to overstay their windows 

is often the least disruptive approach to completing necessary maintenance.409 Maintenance 

window overstays impact the flow of Union Pacific’s freight traffic just as they impact Amtrak’s 

passenger traffic. Union Pacific has every incentive to manage its maintenance work to minimize 

delays to the Sunset Limited. 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 9: Except in the event of an emergency, rail carriers 
should not position freight trains in a manner that would block station platforms from being 
accessed by Amtrak trains. 

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject the proposed recommendation. As 

discussed in Section III.A.3.f, Union Pacific already has a policy that prohibits freight trains from 

occupying track at station platform locations when passenger trains are scheduled to arrive. 

However, policies cannot prevent delays that occur when freight trains experience mechanical 

issues or encounter other issues that require them to stop at or near a station platform and the issue 

cannot be resolved before the Sunset Limited arrives. Union Pacific has every incentive not to have 

its freight trains stopped where they block station platforms, especially because all the Sunset 

 
409 See Batt RVS at 28. 
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Limited’s station platforms on Union Pacific’s portion of the Sunset Limited Route are on or 

adjacent to main lines. 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 10: Rail carriers should require dispatchers to seek 
approval from supervisory personnel for any dispatching decision that is likely to delay an 
Amtrak train and should further require that such approval be provided only in the event of an 
emergency. 

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject this proposed recommendation. Amtrak’s 

recommendation reflects Amtrak’s attempt to redefine preference as absolute—i.e., allowing no 

delay to Amtrak except in the event of an emergency. Implementing Amtrak’s proposed 

recommendation would require Union Pacific dispatchers to impose significant delays on freight 

trains to ensure the Sunset Limited is never delayed, even though Sunset Limited schedules 

incorporate an expectation of delay from conflicts with freight trains, and even though Union 

Pacific can meet its contractual obligation to Amtrak under dispatching rules that do not impose 

unnecessary costs of delay on freight customers. Further, dispatchers are highly trained 

professionals expected to make decisions responding to evolving circumstances in light of their 

knowledge, experience, and judgment. Requiring dispatchers to obtain supervisory approval 

before implementing any decision likely to delay the Sunset Limited would hinder their ability to 

perform their jobs and could increase delays and disruptions to all trains, including the Sunset 

Limited. 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 11: Rail carriers should ensure that any computer-aided 
dispatching system for routes over which Amtrak operates is appropriately programmed to 
recognize and account for Amtrak’s statutory right to preference over freight transportation 
and that dispatchers are instructed to override the system when necessary to provide preference 
to Amtrak trains. 

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject the proposed recommendation. 

Implementing Amtrak’s recommendation would preclude Union Pacific from continuing to 

improve the planning functionality of its computer-aided dispatch system (“CADX”). As discussed 
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in Section IV.B.3.b, Union Pacific’s CADX includes an optimization algorithm called Advanced 

Movement Planner. However, the algorithm is currently in its developmental stages, and its logic 

cannot account for all relevant circumstances and rules dispatchers must consider when making 

decisions, including Amtrak’s preference. Implementing Amtrak’s recommendation would 

therefore preclude Union Pacific from using Advanced Movement Planner. As also discussed in 

Section IV.B.3.b, implementing Amtrak’s recommendation is not necessary to protect Amtrak’s 

preference: Union Pacific dispatchers retain full responsibility for monitoring and directing all 

train movements, including applying Amtrak’s preference, even when Advanced Movement 

Planner is providing dispatching suggestions. 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 12: Rail carriers should ensure that computer-aided 
train-schedule-building systems for routes over which Amtrak operates are appropriately 
programmed to recognize and account for Amtrak’s statutory right to preference over freight 
transportation and that personnel are instructed to override the system when necessary to 
provide preference to Amtrak trains. 

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject the proposed recommendation. Implementing 

Amtrak’s proposed recommendation makes no sense because Amtrak’s preference involves the 

resolution of individual dispatching conflicts, not the process of scheduling trains. Further, as 

discussed in Section III.A.3.c, Amtrak presents no evidence that Union Pacific’s freight train 

schedules contributed to delays to the Sunset Limited during the Complaint Period. 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 13: Rail carriers should minimize slow orders that 
impact Amtrak trains. 

Union Pacific Response: Amtrak’s proposed recommendation reflects existing practices. 

Union Pacific is committed to maintaining its infrastructure and minimizing slow orders that affect 

all trains, including Amtrak. Union Pacific has invested approximately $1.0 billion between 2019 

and 2023 on capital maintenance projects to renew the existing infrastructure on the Sunset Limited 
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Route.410 Union Pacific also provides Amtrak with a bi-weekly Slow Order Scorecard to maintain 

transparency and facilitate communication regarding slow orders.411 Further, the Operating 

Agreement contains standards for handling maintenance activities that result in slow orders and 

specific commitments regarding slow orders on Union Pacific’s portion of the Sunset Limited 

Route.412 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 14: Rail carriers should adequately maintain freight 
trains to avoid breakdowns that impact Amtrak trains. 

Union Pacific Response: Amtrak’s proposed recommendation reflects existing practices. 

Union Pacific recognizes the importance of maintaining its freight trains to minimize mechanical 

issues and their impact on network fluidity. Union Pacific invests significantly in preventative 

maintenance and employs various monitoring processes to identify and address potential 

mechanical problems. Union Pacific is committed to continually improving its maintenance 

practices and minimizing disruptions caused by mechanical issues.  

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 15: Rail carriers should provide continuous training for 
all personnel with any responsibility for or over dispatching on the importance of Amtrak’s 
right to preference over freight transportation in accordance with how that right is explained 
in Part V. 

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject the proposed recommendation. 

Amtrak’s recommendation reflects Amtrak’s attempt to redefine preference as absolute—i.e., 

allowing no delay to Amtrak except in the event of an emergency. Union Pacific’s dispatchers 

receive appropriate, continuous training regarding Amtrak’s right to preference.413 

 
410 See Janke RVS at 12. 
411 See UP’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 9. 
412 See Union Pacific Reply Exhibit A, Art. III, § 3.4; id. Art IV § 4.2; id., App. I, Table B. 
413 See Batt RVS at 17–19. 
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• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 16: Rail carriers should establish systems to regularly 
evaluate all personnel with any responsibility for or over dispatching to monitor and measure 
their compliance with their federal statutory and regulatory obligations to Amtrak. 

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject the proposed recommendation. Union 

Pacific has systems in place to monitor dispatcher performance and ensure compliance with 

operating rules and regulations.414 Union Pacific does not believe it is appropriate to establish 

specific systems to evaluate dispatchers whose territories include Amtrak operations. The record 

in this proceeding does not support a recommendation to develop special systems to evaluate 

Union Pacific dispatchers’ compliance with preference because Amtrak has not identified any 

preference violations. If Amtrak believes railroads should adopt specific systems to measure 

dispatcher compliance with Amtrak’s preference, it should present a specific proposal and agree 

to pay the incremental costs of establishing and operating such systems. 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 17: Rail carriers should establish internal compliance 
programs with reporting up to a senior compliance officer to ensure compliance with their 
federal statutory and regulatory obligations to Amtrak. 

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject the proposed recommendation. As 

discussed in response to Amtrak’s Proposed Recommendation 16, Union Pacific has systems in 

place to monitor dispatcher performance and ensure compliance with operating rules and 

regulations. The record in this proceeding does not support a recommendation to develop 

additional compliance programs because Amtrak has not identified any preference violations. If 

Amtrak believes railroads should adopt a specific compliance process, it should present a specific 

proposal and agree to pay the incremental costs of establishing and operating such a process. 

 
414 See UP’s Sept. 2023 Resp. at 29; Batt RVS at 7, 19. 
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• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 18: Rail carriers should preserve dispatching playbacks 
for a minimum of two years. 

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject the proposed recommendation. As 

Union Pacific explained in response to a petition for a show cause order filed by Amtrak in this 

proceeding,415 Union Pacific maintains a large amount of granular data that provides detailed 

information about train movements and dispatching decisions. Developing new systems that would 

extend Union Pacific’s existing dispatching playback capabilities would be costly and is not 

needed in the ordinary course of business. If Amtrak were willing to pay the incremental costs of 

developing and implementing new systems that would extend Union Pacific’s existing dispatching 

playback capabilities, Union Pacific would consider developing new systems. 

• Amtrak Proposed Recommendation 19: Rail carriers should document any decisions that 
result in delay to an Amtrak train, in a fashion that facilitates Board oversight, and preserve 
documentation for a minimum of two years.   

Union Pacific Response: The Board should reject the proposed recommendation. 

Amtrak’s recommendation reflects Amtrak’s attempt to redefine preference as absolute—i.e., 

suggesting any delay to an Amtrak train involves a preference violation. As demonstrated in Union 

Pacific’s responses to the Board’s request for root cause analyses, investigating the root cause of 

any particular delay requires a tremendous amount of labor-intensive effort. Implementing 

Amtrak’s proposed recommendation would require Union Pacific to expend substantial resources 

to document delays even though Sunset Limited schedules incorporate an expectation of some 

delay from conflicts with freight trains, and even though Union Pacific can comply with its on-

time performance obligation to Amtrak under rules that do not impose unnecessary costs of delay 

on freight customers. 

 
415 See Union Pacific Railroad Company’s Reply to Petition for a Show Cause Order, STB Docket 
No. NOR 42175 (Apr. 30, 2024). 
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VIII. Conclusion 

The record in this proceeding shows the Sunset Limited’s continuing failure to achieve 

Customer OTP is attributable to Amtrak’s refusal to extend the Sunset Limited’s current schedules. 

The Board should conclude its investigation by recommending that Amtrak agree to the proposed 

Sunset Limited schedules submitted with this filing, or at least agree to participate in good faith in 

discussions with Union Pacific about extending the current schedules. The Board should also reject 

Amtrak’s attempts to redefine the meaning of preference under 49 U.S.C. § 24308(c), as well as 

Amtrak’s specific claims that Union Pacific committed preference violations in resolving 

individual dispatching conflicts between freight trains and the Sunset Limited.  

      Respectfully submitted, 

Attorneys for Union Pacific Railroad Company 
 

December 23, 2024 

 
CRAIG V. RICHARDSON 
JAMES B. BOLES 
JOSEPHINE JORDAN 
DOMINIQUE JOHNSON 
Union Pacific Railroad Company 
1400 Douglas Street 
Omaha, NE 68179 

/s/ Michael L. Rosenthal        
MICHAEL L. ROSENTHAL 
WENTAO YANG 
Covington & Burling LLP 
One CityCenter 
850 Tenth Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20001 
(202) 662-6000 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this 23rd day of December, 2024, I caused a copy of the foregoing 

document to be served by email on Administrative Law Judge McCarthy and all parties of record 

in Docket No. NOR 42175. 

 
      /s/ Michael L. Rosenthal 
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REPLY VERIFIED STATEMENT 
 

OF 
 

GRANT A. JANKE 
 
 

My name is Grant Janke.  I am Assistant Vice-President of Capital Planning and Finance 

for Union Pacific Railroad Company.1  I have held my current position since October 2024.  

Previously, I served for ten years as Union Pacific’s Assistant Vice-President of Network and 

Capital Planning.  Since joining the railroad in 1994, I have held a variety of other positions in the 

Marketing & Sales, Finance, and Strategy departments.  I hold a bachelor’s degree in finance from 

Kansas State University. 

As Assistant Vice-President of Capital Planning and Finance, my team and I are responsible 

for all capital planning and operating expenses across Union Pacific’s network.  This includes the 

management and oversight of strategic planning initiatives, the capital investment program, and 

the analysis, controls, and reporting of the company’s operating expenses.  In my prior Network 

and Capital Planning role, my team and I were responsible for assessing the resources needed to 

handle present and future demand for transportation across Union Pacific’s network, including 

crews, locomotives, freight cars, main line capacity, and terminal infrastructure.  My team and I 

were also responsible for developing, producing, and assessing a wide variety of Union Pacific’s 

operating metrics. 

I am submitting this statement to describe the operating characteristics of the Union 

Pacific-owned and dispatched portion of the Sunset Limited Route, which is the route used by 

 
1 Acronyms and abbreviations are as defined in Union Pacific’s Reply Statement unless otherwise 
specified herein. 

PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED

PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER



2 
 

Amtrak Sunset Limited Trains 1 and 2.2  First, I discuss the Route’s importance to Union Pacific’s 

freight network.  Second, I compare current operating conditions on Union Pacific generally and 

on the Route in particular with conditions during the Complaint Period to show Amtrak’s on-time 

performance is closely tied to Union Pacific’s overall operating performance and both have 

improved substantially since the Complaint Period.  Third, I explain how the challenge of 

accounting for variability when operating trains on long-distance routes must be recognized in 

designing Sunset Limited schedules to achieve on-time performance as measured by the Federal 

Railroad Administration’s metric (“Customer OTP”). 

I. Overview of Union Pacific’s Portion of the Sunset Limited Route 

The Sunset Limited Route is an approximately 1,994-mile rail corridor between New 

Orleans, Louisiana, and Los Angeles, California.  Union Pacific’s portion of the Sunset Limited 

Route consists of approximately 1,770 miles of Union Pacific-owed and dispatched main line 

between Iowa Jct., Louisiana, and Yuma Jct., California.3  The Route stretches across five states4 

and fourteen subdivisions,5 and it passes through several of our busiest, most congested terminal 

areas, including Lake Charles, Louisiana; Beaumont, Houston, San Antonio, and El Paso, Texas; 

 
2 For ease of discussion, I refer to the Union Pacific-owned and dispatched portion of the Sunset 
Limited Route as “Union Pacific’s portion of the Route” or simply “the Route.” 
3 CPKC owns and dispatches a short segment of the Sunset Limited Route in the vicinity of 
Beaumont, Texas. 
4 Louisiana, Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and California. 
5 Avondale, Lafayette, Beaumont, Houston West Belt, Houston East Belt, Houston, Glidden, Del 
Rio, Sanderson, Valentine, Lordsburg, Gila, Yuma, and Alhambra. 
As I discuss below, Union Pacific has two routes the Sunset Limited can use to travel between 
Houston and Beaumont—one via the Houston Subdivision and one via the Beaumont Subdivision.  
When the Sunset Limited uses the Beaumont Subdivision, it also moves over segments of the 
Houston West Belt and Houston East Belt Subdivisions. 
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Santa Teresa, New Mexico; Tucson and Yuma, Arizona; and West Colton and Los Angeles, 

California, as shown below in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 
The Sunset Limited Route 

 

 
The Route is a critical part of Union Pacific’s network.  Approximately {{ }} of Union 

Pacific’s traffic operated over some part of the Route in 2023, representing about {{ }} billion 

of our annual revenue of $22.6 billion.6  A large portion of traffic moving over the Route consists 

of intermodal containers moving in double-stack service from California to Texas, Illinois, and 

Arkansas, and to connections with eastern railroads in New Orleans and Shreveport, Louisiana, 

Marion, Arkansas, and Chicago, Illinois.  Union Pacific also uses the Route to move a wide variety 

of products in manifest service, including chemicals, construction materials, and automobiles, as 

well as unit trains of grain and rock.  The Route also connects northern portions of Union Pacific’s 

 
6 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Traffic and Revenue.” 
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system with five of the six major gateways to Mexico,7 where Union Pacific interchanges traffic 

with the two largest railroads in Mexico, Ferromex and CPKC. 

Union Pacific shares use of important segments of the Route with other freight railroads.  

For example, BNSF operates over Union Pacific’s portion of the Route from western Louisiana 

into eastern Texas, including through Beaumont and Houston, Texas, between Rosenberg and 

Spofford, Texas, as well as between Sierra Blanca and El Paso, Texas.  CPKC also has trackage 

rights over the Route through Beaumont and Houston. 

As discussed below in more detail, Union Pacific has consistently invested in expanding 

capacity to accommodate growth and improve service on the Route.  Union Pacific has also 

designed its services specifically to enhance performance by operating directionally between 

Houston and Beaumont, generally channeling westbound traffic on its Houston Subdivision and 

eastbound traffic on its Beaumont Subdivision to minimize delays from train meets, as shown 

below in Figure 2. 

 
7 Brownsville, Calexico, Eagle Pass, El Paso, Laredo, and Nogales. 
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Figure 2 
Directional Operations Between Houston and Beaumont 

 

 
Union Pacific continuously reviews, evaluates, and modifies its investment and operating plans as 

conditions evolve to meet commitments to existing customers and attract new business. 

A. Freight volume on Union Pacific’s portion of the Sunset Limited Route is 
substantial and growing. 

Union Pacific’s customers rely on us to provide safe, reliable, and efficient service on 

Union Pacific’s portion of the Sunset Limited Route.  As stated above, approximately {{ }} of 

Union Pacific’s traffic moved over some part of the Route in 2023. 

During the Complaint Period, Union Pacific moved approximately {{ }} daily 

car miles of traffic across the Route.8  However, using a single figure to describe the volume of 

traffic moving over the Route masks significant variation in the volume of traffic at different 

 
8 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Daily Car Miles.” 
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locations along the Route.  For example, during the Complaint Period, Naviska, Arizona, located 

between Los Angeles and El Paso on the Gila Subdivision, saw an average of {{ }} trains per 

day.  Sanderson, Texas, located between El Paso and Del Rio on the Sanderson Subdivision, saw 

an average of {{ }} trains per day.  Hondo, Texas, located between Del Rio and San Antonio 

on the Del Rio Subdivision, saw an average of {{ }} trains per day, including trains moving to 

and from Mexico via the crossing at Eagle Pass.  Rosenberg, Texas, located between San Antonio 

and Houston on the Glidden Subdivision, saw an average of {{ }} trains per day.  Dayton, on the 

Houston Subdivision, located between Houston and Beaumont, saw an average of {{ }} trains 

per day.  Lake Charles, located between Beaumont and Iowa Jct. on the Lafayette Subdivision, 

saw an average of {{ }} trains per day, including BNSF trains.9  But even this more granular 

information about train counts does not provide a full picture of the challenges involved in moving 

traffic over the Route.  Train counts do not address the infrastructure available to accommodate 

the traffic.  For example, Lake Charles saw many fewer trains per day than Naviska, but the 

Lafayette Subdivision is almost entirely a single-track main line with sidings, while the Gila 

Subdivision is primarily double-track main line.  In addition, and as noted above, the Route passes 

through some of the most complex and challenging areas of our network, requiring coordination 

with other railroads, interaction with trains moving on other routes, and movements through busy 

terminals.  

Traffic mix also affects operational complexity.  For example, during the Complaint Period 

traffic on the Route west of El Paso was heavily intermodal, with a mix of approximately {{

}} intermodal traffic and approximately {{ }} manifest traffic.  By comparison, the Del 

Rio and Glidden Subdivisions had a mix of approximately {{ }} manifest traffic and 

 
9 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Trains Per Day.” 
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approximately {{ }} bulk traffic, with {{ }} intermodal traffic.  On the 

Lafayette Subdivision, the mix was approximately {{ }} manifest and approximately {{ }} 

other trains.10  Traffic mix also affects the availability of capacity on the Route, because 

dispatching challenges increase with the need to coordinate trains moving at different speeds over 

the same track. 

Traffic moving over the Route has increased since the end of the Complaint Period. 

Comparing the Complaint Period with the twelve-month period from October 1, 2023, through 

September 30, 2024, traffic on the Route increased from approximately {{ }} daily car 

miles to approximately {{ }} daily car miles.11  The majority of the subdivisions on 

the Route also saw an increase in the number of trains per day or no change.  For example, 

comparing the Complaint Period with the twelve-month period from October 1, 2023, through 

September 30, 2024, Gila Subdivision trains per day {{  

}} Del Rio Subdivision trains per day {{  

}} Houston Subdivision trains per day {{  

}} and Lafayette Subdivision trains per day {{  

}}12 

As discussed in Part II, even with these growing volumes, Union Pacific’s performance 

and Amtrak’s performance on the Route have significantly improved as compared with the 

Complaint Period. 

 
10 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Traffic Mix.” 
11 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Daily Car Miles.” 
12 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Trains Per Day.” 
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B. Union Pacific has been actively investing to increase capacity on its portion of 
the Sunset Limited Route. 

The Sunset Limited Route runs through a large number of major metropolitan areas where 

congestion and variability are most likely to impact service.  Expanding rail network capacity in 

these metropolitan areas to accommodate traffic growth often presents significant geographical, 

logistical, and political challenges in terms of addressing real estate availability, conflicts with 

existing roads and utilities, permitting requirements, and community relations.  Notwithstanding 

these challenges, and because the Route is critical to Union Pacific and our customers, Union 

Pacific has made and continues to make significant investments to maintain and increase capacity 

on the Route. 

Union Pacific acquired most of the Route through its merger with Southern Pacific in 1996.  

At the time of the merger, less than one-quarter of the Route had a second main track.  Since the 

merger, Union Pacific has constructed approximately 470 miles of second main track, so 39% of 

the Route now has double-track main line, as shown below in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Sunset Limited Route Single- and Double-Track (sorted west-east)13 

Subdivision Single Track 
(miles) 

Double Track 
(miles) 

Total Route 
(miles) 

% Double 
Track 

Alhambra 38 18 56 32% 
Yuma 35 159 194 82% 
Gila 93 162 255 63% 

Lordsburg 0 305 305 100% 
Valentine 201 12 212 6% 
Sanderson 220 0 220 0% 

Del Rio 160 17 178 10% 
Glidden 170 18 188 10% 
Houston 62 32 94 34% 

Beaumont 75 4 79 5% 
Lafayette 72 4 75 5% 

Total 1126 731 1856 39% 
 

Most recently, in June 2022, Union Pacific completed construction of eight miles of second main 

track from Crosby to Dayton, Texas, on the Houston Subdivision, at a cost of approximately $40 

million.14  Also, in 2023, Union Pacific completed a project that extended Englewood Yard’s 

departure tracks and created a bypass track to improve fluidity of trains moving through Houston 

at a cost of approximately $70 million.15  Union Pacific is currently completing construction of 

nine miles of second main track west of West Colton, California, which will provide a double-

track main line all the way from South Fontana to North Ontario in early 2025.  The project is 

estimated to cost approximately $50 million. 

Union Pacific has also made significant investments in capacity by adding new sidings in 

excess of 14,000 feet and extending existing sidings on the Route.  Running longer trains is a key 

 
13 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Single and Double Track.” 
14 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Houston Investments.” 
15 See id. 
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strategy for increasing capacity to accommodate traffic growth.  To facilitate that strategy, since 

2018, Union Pacific has added seven new passing sidings on single-track portions of the Route, 

including six on the Del Rio Subdivision and one on the Glidden Subdivision, as shown below in 

Table 2. 

Table 2 
New Passing Sidings Since 201816 

Siding Subdivision In Operation Siding Length 
Hacienda Del Rio 8/5/2020 15,594 

Inge Del Rio 8/22/2020 15,000 
Medina Del Rio 11/18/2020 15,000 
Yucca Del Rio 11/25/2020 15,000 

Richmond Glidden 11/25/2020 12,464 
Major Del Rio 6/29/2022 14,640 
Keller Del Rio 6/25/2024 14,480 

 

On average, each of these sidings cost approximately $13 million, from design to completion of 

construction, and all but one of these new sidings is greater than 14,000 feet in length. 

Since 2018, Union Pacific has also extended existing passing sidings at 23 locations on 

single-track portions of the Route, including six on the Valentine Subdivision, five on the 

Sanderson Subdivision, four on the Del Rio Subdivision, three on the Gila Subdivision, three on 

the Glidden Subdivision, and two on the Yuma Subdivision, as shown below in Table 3. 

 
16 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Siding Investments.” 
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Table 3  
Extended Passing Sidings Since 201817 

Siding Subdivision In 
Operation Old Length New Length 

Piedra Gila 6/8/2019 8,280 15,560 
Clyde Yuma 8/6/2019 8,500 15,200 

Bosque Gila 8/10/2019 8,049 15,500 
Mecca Yuma 8/23/2019 8,388 14,420 
Aztec Gila 8/30/2019 8,275 15,000 

McNary Valentine 1/7/2020 8,018 15,078 
Lasca Valentine 1/31/2020 8,189 15,718 
Marfa Valentine 4/21/2020 8,375 15,389 
Lull Sanderson 4/24/2020 8,396 15,984 

Finlay Valentine 4/30/2020 7,552 16,611 
Rosenfeld Sanderson 5/2/2020 8,386 15,000 
Kingsbury Glidden 7/9/2020 8,422 17,263 

Seco Del Rio 7/22/2020 8,341 17,237 
Sierra Blanca Valentine 9/8/2020 10,265 15,000 

Flatonia Glidden 9/17/2020 9,957 15,000 
Anacacho Del Rio 10/14/2020 8,365 15,221 
Johnstone Del Rio 10/28/2020 8,239 15,529 
Bernard Glidden 11/18/2020 8,731 14,860 
Wendell Valentine 12/15/2021 8,366 15,189 
Lenox Sanderson 1/19/2022 8,377 16,500 
Alpine Sanderson 2/2/2022 8,314 15,040 
Dryden Sanderson 3/2/2022 8,747 15,000 
Noonan Del Rio 8/2/2022 9,463 16,200 

 

On average, each of these siding extensions cost approximately $8 million, from design to 

completion of construction, and all 23 sidings are now greater than 14,000 feet in length.   

As shown in Tables 2 and 3, several of these capacity improvements were completed during 

the Complaint Period.  Specifically, Union Pacific completed construction of second main track 

from Crosby to Dayton and the Englewood Yard project, added a new siding at Major, and 

 
17 See id. 
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completed siding extensions at Wendell, Lenox, Alpine, Dryden, and Noonan during the Complaint 

Period.  Union Pacific also added a new, 14,480-foot siding at Keller after the Complaint Period. 

In total, these capacity addition projects completed since 2018—i.e., second main track, 

yard departure tracks, bypass track, new sidings, siding extensions—cost approximately $385 

million, none of which was paid by Amtrak.  These expenditures in new capacity are in addition 

to the approximately $1.0 billion Union Pacific invested between 2019 and 2023 on capital 

maintenance projects to renew the existing infrastructure on the Route.18 

At this point, Union Pacific is confident it has the necessary capacity in place to execute 

our operating plan, but we continually monitor the need for additional investment to align our 

supply of capacity with the demand for rail transportation.  Also, Amtrak has the contractual right 

to request and pay for additional maintenance and infrastructure improvements performed or 

constructed by Union Pacific.19  Union Pacific has developed and shared with Amtrak several 

presentations on potential projects aimed at improving the Sunset Limited’s performance.  

However, at no time has Amtrak sought to invest in infrastructure improvements to benefit Sunset 

Limited service. 

II. As Union Pacific’s Operations Have Improved, The Sunset Limited’s On-Time 
Performance Has Also Improved. 

I understand this proceeding is focused on Amtrak’s on-time performance on the Sunset 

Limited Route during the Complaint Period.  From my perspective, drawing meaningful 

conclusions from Amtrak’s performance during the Complaint Period will be difficult, if not 

impossible, because Union Pacific’s service as a whole was unacceptably poor during the 

Complaint Period.  Where Sunset Limited trains operated on Union Pacific’s lines, Union Pacific’s 

 
18 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Capital Maintenance.” 
19 See Union Pacific Reply Exhibit A, Art. III, § 4.3. 
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challenges directly affected Amtrak’s on-time performance.  However, Union Pacific’s operations 

have improved significantly since the Complaint Period, and as Union Pacific’s overall service 

improved, the Sunset Limited’s on-time performance on the Route also improved.   

In general, Union Pacific’s challenges during the Complaint Period revolved around 

network congestion, including crew shortages.  Those operational issues contributed significantly 

to delays experienced by the Sunset Limited, even when they were not the immediately observable 

cause.  For example, as a result of congestion and resource shortages, freight trains were often 

operating behind schedule.  These schedule deviations meant freight trains were interacting with 

Sunset Limited trains at times and in places where such interactions would ordinarily not occur, 

increasing the difficulties dispatchers faced in planning efficient meets and overtakes.  Crew 

shortages also increased the time freight trains spent tied down in terminals and on nearby main 

lines and sidings waiting to be recrewed, which limited the routing options available to dispatchers 

trying to move Sunset Limited trains through terminals and across the main line. 

The above-mentioned operating challenges also affected Union Pacific’s ability to recover 

from mechanical and other incidents that directly or indirectly delayed Sunset Limited trains.  For 

example, when a freight train stopped on a main line or a siding for an incident, inspection, or 

repair, the crew was more likely already short on time, and if the crew expired, the train would 

remain tied down longer than usual waiting to be recrewed.  These tied-down trains, whether on 

main line or sidings, reduced the options available to dispatchers in arranging efficient meets and 

overtakes.  Network congestion directly impacts dispatching priorities, as dispatchers would seek 

to avoid potentially significant harm to network fluidity that would result if a crew expired before 

reaching a crew change point. 

PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED
PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER



14 
 

Union Pacific has experienced an operational turnaround since the end of the Complaint 

Period.  As a result of hard work and dedicated efforts from employees across the railroad, service 

is now much more in line with customers’ expectations and our own expectations.  Metrics we use 

to monitor network health confirm this turnaround.  For example, comparing the Complaint Period 

with the twelve-month period from October 1, 2023 through September 30, 2024, Union Pacific’s 

network velocity {{ }} Daily Miles Per Car 

{{ }} Operating Inventory Per Carload {{  

}} and Recrew Rate {{ }}20  Union Pacific also 

experienced {{ }} in trains held hours—a measure of trains delayed en route 

by more than four hours—from an average of {{ }} trains held hours per day during the 

Complaint Period to an average of {{ }} trains held hours per day during the twelve-month 

period from October 1, 2023 through September 30, 2024.21  Of the average {{ }} trains held 

hours during the Complaint Period, {{ }} hours were for crew and {{ }} hours were for 

power.  In contrast, just {{ }} hours were for crew and {{ }} hours were for power of the 

average {{ }} trains held hours between October 1, 2023, and September 30, 2024.22 

These operational improvements can also be seen on Union Pacific’s portion of the Sunset 

Limited Route.  Comparing the Complaint Period with the twelve-month period from October 1, 

2023, through September 30, 2024, train velocity {{ }} Daily 

Miles Per Car {{ }} and Recrew Rate {{  

}}23  The Sunset Limited Route also experienced {{ }} in 

 
20 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Network Performance.” 
21 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Network Trains Held.” 
22 See id. 
23 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Sunset Route Performance.” 
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trains held hours—from an average of {{ }} trains held hours per day during the Complaint 

Period to an average of {{ }} trains held hours per day during the twelve-month period from 

October 1, 2023 through September 30, 2024.  Of the average {{ } trains held hours during 

the Complaint Period, {{ }} hours were for crew and {{ }} hours were for power.  In contrast, 

just an average of just {{ }} hours were for crew and {{ }} hour was for power of the 

average {{ }} trains held hours between October 1, 2023, and September 30, 2024.24  

As Union Pacific’s operations improved, Amtrak’s on-time performance also improved, 

both in terms of Union Pacific’s contractual on-time performance standard under the Operating 

Agreement (“Contract OTP”) and the FRA’s Customer OTP metric, as Katherine Novak describes 

in her reply verified statement. 

Finally, in reviewing Amtrak’s Opening Statement in this proceeding, I observed that 

Amtrak frequently attributed the Sunset Limited’s poor on-time performance during the Complaint 

Period to Union Pacific’s operation of freight trains longer than nearby available sidings.  Amtrak’s 

complaints are misguided.  Union Pacific has been actively trying to increase the length of freight 

trains as a means of providing more efficient service to its customers and increasing capacity on 

its network.  At the same time, Union Pacific has been investing to support operations of longer 

trains by extending and adding sidings, as discussed above.  The most straightforward evidence 

that the Sunset Limited’s on-time performance is not related to the length of freight trains is a 

simple comparison: comparing the Complaint Period with the twelve-month period from October 

1, 2023, through September 30, 2024, the Sunset Limited’s Contract OTP and Customer OTP 

 
24 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Sunset Trains Held.” 
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increased at the same time the average maximum freight train length of through trains on the Route 

also {{ }}25   

Union Pacific also took a closer look at a possible relationship between train length and 

Sunset Limited delays during the Complaint Period that Amtrak attributed to freight train 

interference (“FTI”).  As shown in Figure 3, there is essentially no relationship between minutes 

of train delay attributed to FTI and freight train length for Sunset Limited Train 1 and Train 2.  

During the Complaint Period, Amtrak attributed 4,763 Sunset Limited delay events to FTI.26  Union 

Pacific was able to associate a specific freight train with 4,442 of the delay events, representing 

93% of the delay events.27  This allowed Union Pacific to determine the length of the freight train 

associated with almost all the delay events attributed to FTI.  Union Pacific then tested the strength 

of the correlation between the length of the train associated with the delay and the minutes of delay 

for each delay event.  The results are shown below in Figure 3. 

 
25 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Sunset Route Performance.” 
26 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “FTI and Train Length Data.” 
27 See id.  In many instances, Amtrak’s delay reports identified the lead locomotive of the freight 
train associated with the delay, which allowed us to identify the freight train involved.  When 
Amtrak’s reporting did not identify the lead locomotive, or misidentified the lead locomotive (for 
example, by identifying a locomotive not on a freight train that interacted with a Sunset Limited 
train at the time or location identified in the delay report), Union Pacific manually reviewed data 
from our computer-aided dispatching system and train sheets to identify the freight train involved. 
Union Pacific obtained train length information from its Train Sheets. 
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Figure 3 
Sunset Limited Trains 1 & 2 Interaction Train versus Delay Minutes28 

{{ 

}} 
 

Union Pacific’s analysis showed the R2 was 0.004, which means the interaction train length 

explains just 0.4% of the variance in delay minutes.  The same analysis shows the correlation 

between interaction train length and delay minutes is 0.063, which means there is essentially no 

correlation between interaction train length and delay minutes. 

III. The Sunset Limited Route Will Always Present Challenges In Achieving Consistent 
On-Time Performance. 

As discussed above, Union Pacific’s operating improvements have substantially improved 

the Sunset Limited trains’ on-time performance since the Complaint Period.  However, the Sunset 

Limited Route presents challenges that preclude providing consistent Customer OTP, at least as 

long as Amtrak is unwilling to extend its current schedules. 

The fundamental challenge with providing Sunset Limited trains consistent Customer OTP 

is the Sunset Limited Route’s length, and therefore the amount of variability to which Sunset 

 
28 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Train Length Analysis.” 
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Limited trains are exposed.  When operating from New Orleans to Los Angeles, Sunset Limited 

trains must travel approximately 1,994 miles in approximately 46.5 hours to reach their final 

destination on time, while also hitting fifteen-minute windows at 22 stations along the way.  During 

each trip, Sunset Limited trains navigate seven dispatching handoffs between rail carriers and meet 

or overtake dozens of other trains.  Delays occur for a variety of reasons, including events 

attributable to Amtrak, third-parties (e.g., trespassers, law enforcement actions), and natural forces.  

As discussed in Ms. Novak’s verified statement, although Amtrak attributes most Sunset Limited 

delay time to host railroads, approximately 21% of delays are attributable to Amtrak and 

approximately 8% of delays are attributable to third parties.  The impact of these delays can be 

compounded because the delayed Amtrak train then interacts with and is delayed by freight trains 

with which it never would have interacted had it remained on schedule. 

In reviewing Amtrak’s Opening Statement, I observed that Amtrak suggested the problem 

with providing the Sunset Limited consistent Customer OTP is that Union Pacific’s dispatchers 

handle the Sunset Limited less favorably than they handle freight trains—particularly Union 

Pacific’s high priority intermodal trains, commonly called “Z trains.”  To address this issue, Union 

Pacific developed an “apples-to-apples” comparison of the Sunset Limited’s performance and 

Z trains’ performance during the Complaint Period.  Union Pacific identified two common 

reporting points for both types of trains, Deming, New Mexico, and Palm Springs, California.29  

Union Pacific then calculated Sunset Limited Train 1’s and Train 2’s median transit time 

performances compared to their fastest theoretical transit times (that is, their pure running time 

plus dwell time between those points under their schedules).  Union Pacific also calculated its 

 
29 During the Complaint Period, no Z trains operated east of El Paso/Sierra Blanca.  Deming is the 
first station on the Sunset Limited schedules west of El Paso. 
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Z trains’ median transit time performances compared to the fastest single run of any Z train 

between those points during the Complaint Period—separately for westbound and eastbound Z 

trains.30  As shown below in Figures 4 and 5, the data show Sunset Limited Train 1 and Train 2 

both consistently outperformed the Z trains—that is, they ran closer to their fastest theoretical 

transit times than the Z trains did, both in terms of absolute variance and percentage variance.  In 

other words, Sunset Limited trains received better treatment than Z trains. 

Figure 4 
Sunset Limited Train 1 versus Westbound Z Trains31 

{{ 

}} 

 
30 Union Pacific used the fastest transit time for any one Z train during the period as a proxy for 
the fastest theoretical transit time.  
31 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Schedule Variability.” 
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Figure 5 
Sunset Limited Train 2 versus Eastbound Z Trains32 

{{ 

}} 

Despite the favorable treatment Sunset Limited trains receive from dispatchers, the Sunset 

Limited train schedules are simply too tight to account for all the variability associated with 

operating long-distance routes, especially given it is much more difficult to achieve a station-to-

station Customer OTP than it is to achieve Contract OTP.  When Union Pacific schedules its own 

long-distance trains, it more accurately accounts for variability.  For example, during the 

Complaint Period, Union Pacific’s regularly scheduled eastbound Z train between City of Industry 

in California and Global 4 in Chicago had a planned run time (excluding crew changes and fueling) 

between Palm Springs and Deming of {{ }}  By contrast, Sunset Limited 

Train 2’s planned run time (excluding dwell time) between Palm Springs and Deming was 10 hours 

and 29 minutes.33  Similarly, Union Pacific’s regularly scheduled westbound Z train between 

Global 4 and City of Industry had a planned run time (excluding crew changes and fueling) 

 
32 See id. 
33 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Janke workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Schedule Comparison.” 
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between Palm Springs and Deming of {{ }}  By contrast, Sunset Limited 

Train 2’s planned run time (excluding dwell time) between Palm Springs and Deming was 10 hours 

and 32 minutes.34  Even accounting for the difference in maximum speed achievable by the two 

trains, Union Pacific’s schedule is far more forgiving than Amtrak’s because Union Pacific 

develops and refines its schedules based on actual operating experience over the Route.   

Union Pacific can appreciate Amtrak’s reluctance to extend schedules by including more 

recovery time at intermediate stations.  On some individual runs, Sunset Limited trains achieve 

80% Customer OTP.  In those instances, if schedules had been extended, trains might arrive early 

at stations, then wait longer to depart.  Extending schedules also is not ideal for Union Pacific, 

because most of the station platforms served by Sunset Limited trains are on main line track.  

However, the FRA’s Customer OTP metric creates a situation where Amtrak cannot have it both 

ways: if Amtrak insists on a schedule that works only under ideal circumstances, its trains will be 

late when they encounter variability along the Route. 

  

 
34 See id. 
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VERIFICATION 

I, Grant A. Janke, declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.  

Further, I certify that I am qualified and authorized to file this reply verified statement. 

Executed on December 23, 2024. 

      /s/ Grant A. Janke  
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REPLY VERIFIED STATEMENT 

 

OF 

 

ERIN BATT 

 

 

My name is Erin Batt. I am Vice-President of the Harriman Dispatching Center for Union 

Pacific Railroad Company, a position I have held since April 1, 2024.1 I joined Union Pacific in 

2006 as an apprentice train dispatcher and held multiple roles within the company’s Harriman 

Dispatching Center, including Corridor Manager, Director of Train Management, Superintendent 

Network Control, Superintendent Dispatching, Senior Director-Operations Support, Assistant Vice 

President & Chief Safety Officer, General Manager Field Transportation Operations, and most 

recently, Assistant Vice President Locomotive Distribution & Network Operations. I hold 

bachelor’s degrees in criminal justice and sociology from Midland University.  

In my current job, my team and I are responsible for the safe and efficient dispatching of 

trains across Union Pacific’s 23-state network. Our mission is to control the access and movement 

of all trains, equipment, and personnel operating on Union Pacific’s 32,000-mile network in a safe 

and efficient manner. That entails managing locomotives and crews, including crew calling 

functions, creating and modifying train schedules and movements in response to ever-changing 

network circumstances, and facilitating track construction and rehabilitation projects. From a 

safety perspective, our team is trained to plan for and respond to emergency events from 

mechanical issues to crossing incidents to hurricanes. And we coordinate closely with first 

responders and the communities we operate through.  

 
1 Acronyms and abbreviations are as defined in Union Pacific’s Reply Statement unless otherwise 
specified herein. 
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I am submitting this statement to address the dispatching of freight and passenger trains on 

the Union Pacific-owned portions of the Sunset Limited Route traversed by Amtrak’s Sunset 

Limited Trains 1 and 2. First, I describe the dispatching function at Union Pacific, including the 

basic responsibilities of dispatchers and dispatchers’ use of Union Pacific’s computer-aided 

dispatching system (“CADX”). Second, I describe the procedures used to coordinate dispatching 

of Amtrak’s Sunset Limited trains with other host carriers. Third, I explain how Union Pacific 

ensures Amtrak trains receive the preference to which they are entitled and address other 

dispatching-related issues raised by Amtrak in its opening statement filed in this proceeding. 

I. Dispatching Overview 

Union Pacific dispatches most trains moving across our network from the Harriman 

Dispatching Center (“HDC”), Union Pacific’s rail traffic control center in Omaha, Nebraska. HDC 

operates 24 hours per day, 365 days per year. Employees at HDC are responsible for dispatching 

trains and managing locomotives and train crews. Safety and efficiency are paramount at HDC. 

HDC establishes and enforces rigorous protocols to enhance safety and minimize the risk of 

accidents associated with train operations. Centralized oversight of train dispatching and 

locomotive and crew resources improves service reliability and efficiency. 

As of November 1, 2024, Union Pacific employs 355 dispatchers who are assigned to 66 

“desks,” each of which corresponds to a specified territory across the network. Union Pacific also 

employs more than 100 Corridor Managers, each of whom supervises one or more dispatching 

desks within a geographic region. Although most of the railroad is dispatched from HDC, some 

Union Pacific dispatchers are located in Spring, Texas, and work alongside dispatchers from BNSF 

and CPKC to dispatch portions of the railroad in Texas and Louisiana.  

Union Pacific staffs a dedicated 24-hour passenger operations desk, known as the Amtrak 

Corridor Desk. The Amtrak Corridor Desk monitors Amtrak trains on Union Pacific’s network to 
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identify potential issues, collaborate with the responsible dispatcher to resolve issues, and 

communicate directly with Amtrak. The Amtrak Corridor Desk is strategically positioned to 

facilitate real-time access and coordination with on-duty dispatchers and corridor managers. The 

Amtrak Corridor Desk monitors the location and performance status of Amtrak trains and 

corresponding network conditions, and it handles incident management support for Amtrak trains, 

such as weather issues and derailments. Amtrak has a direct line to Union Pacific’s Amtrak 

Corridor Desk. The Amtrak Corridor Desk coordinates services needed by Amtrak, such as the 

provision of Union Pacific rescue locomotives and crews to pilot Amtrak trains. Additionally, the 

Amtrak Corridor Desk coordinates with Union Pacific’s Engineering team to minimize both 

known and unexpected maintenance-of-way, signal, and other events that can impact passenger 

train performance. 

A. Dispatcher Responsibilities 

Union Pacific dispatchers are responsible for ensuring trains and crews move safely and 

efficiently across our network and that no train is delayed unnecessarily. Dispatching trains on a 

busy network like ours is an extraordinarily challenging job. During each shift, a dispatcher makes 

hundreds of discretionary decisions about how to handle the flow of train traffic, using his or her 

knowledge and experience to evaluate the available information and the potential outcomes from 

proceeding with one decision among the many possible options. Although each dispatcher is 

guided by core policies set by the railroad and must adhere strictly to safety protocols, they have 

significant autonomy to make dispatching decisions to respond to constantly changing network 

circumstances. 

Dispatchers are primarily responsible for authorizing occupancy of main track and 

controlled sidings by trains, maintenance crews, and other personnel who need to occupy track to 

perform their duties. Depending on the circumstances, dispatchers provide authority by issuing 

PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED
PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER



 

4 

 

verbal directives or by lining signals using CADX—Union Pacific’s computer-aided dispatching 

system, which is discussed further below. Each dispatcher is responsible for a specific territory, 

and it is the dispatcher’s responsibility to ensure trains move safely from one segment of a territory 

to another. This involves carefully planning train movements to ensure trains do not occupy the 

same track segment simultaneously. When dispatchers begin their shifts, they develop a basic plan 

for successfully moving trains through their territories for the duration of their shifts. Dispatcher 

plans take into account current traffic, expected traffic, the physical characteristics of the territory, 

characteristics of train and crew performance, train priorities, track and signal maintenance 

requirements, and information gathered from maintenance crews, yard personnel, and dispatchers 

on adjoining territories. For example, when dispatchers know two trains will converge from 

opposite directions in single-track territory, they must plan for the trains to meet at a passing siding. 

Dispatchers use their knowledge of the territory, including the location and length of available 

sidings, and the characteristics of the trains involved, including their speed, size, and relative 

priority, along with information about crew hours of service and other potentially affected trains, 

to determine the most efficient location for the meet and which train should take the siding to 

promote safe, efficient operations. 

Once dispatchers have a basic plan in place, they spend the remainder of their shifts 

monitoring train movements and the conditions affecting those movements, then adjusting their 

plans to respond to changed conditions. Dispatchers are aided by the Advanced Movement Planner 

function of CADX (discussed more below), which creates a real-time plan for each train operating 

on the network with the goal of minimizing disruption to train schedules. Dispatching requires 

skills developed from training and previous experiences handling a diverse set of dispatching 

situations. Changing conditions, including delays and unforeseen events, are inevitable. Trains can 
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fall behind schedule for a wide variety of reasons, such as when they are delayed in departing 

terminals or when main line work events or track maintenance take longer than planned. 

Dispatchers must react to those events, as well as to emergencies affecting main line operations, 

such as mechanical failures, signal malfunctions, and track obstructions. These unplanned events 

frequently require dispatchers to make last-minute traffic management decisions and devise 

alternative plans to ensure the safety of rail operations, while minimizing the impacts of disruptions 

on nearby trains and territories. For example, a dispatcher may need to direct a train experiencing 

a mechanical issue into a passing siding that was going to be used for a meet involving different 

trains. The dispatcher then must develop a new plan to safely accommodate that meet and address 

other potential consequences of the disruption on operations across his or her territory, such as a 

crew that might be approaching its hours-of-service limits at an unplanned location because of the 

delay. For even a short delay, an entire plan for a dispatching shift may have to be reformulated. 

Dispatchers may need to reformulate their plans several times during the course of a shift as 

unplanned events occur. 

As part of their responsibility for ensuring trains and crews move safely and efficiently 

across our network, dispatchers monitor crew hours to ensure compliance with the Federal Hours 

of Service Act. Dispatchers also have responsibilities for applying public safety and security 

measures relating to train operations in the event of incidents potentially affecting public safety 

and security, and they coordinate with train crews, emergency personnel, law enforcement, and 

other responders in the event of an incident. 

B. Dispatcher Training 

Because dispatchers play such a critical role in keeping train crews and other railroad 

personnel safe, as well as ensuring safety in the communities through which trains travel, they 

undergo extensive training. The time between when dispatchers are hired and when they operate 
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on their own is typically about six months. For the first three months, dispatchers receive classroom 

training. They are then tested on their knowledge and skills. Only those who score 90% or higher 

on proficiency tests continue with the program. Those who advance beyond the classroom 

component then undergo a three-month on-the-job training period before they are allowed to 

perform on their own. 

Dispatchers receive extensive training regarding train operations and the rules governing 

train operations. Sources of rules dispatchers must learn include federal laws and regulations, the 

General Code of Operating Rules, Union Pacific’s General Code of Operating Rules, and Union 

Pacific’s train dispatcher rules, timetables, track bulletins, office notices, standard processes, and 

general orders. Dispatchers also receive instruction regarding Amtrak’s right to preference, as 

discussed below in Part III. They also receive extensive training about how to handle properly the 

wide variety of situations they will encounter, from the basic procedures for providing trains 

authority to enter main line track, to recognizing developing incidents and intervening to prevent 

them, to responding to reported emergencies.  

A substantial part of dispatcher training is on-the-job training designed to develop territory-

specific knowledge, experience, and judgment. When dispatchers are assigned to a territory, they 

receive extensive training regarding the physical characteristics of the territory, typical train 

operations in the territory, and how to best address recurring challenges. Dispatchers’ day-to-day 

judgments in planning meets between opposing trains and planning for faster trains to overtake 

slower trains, as well as their ability to develop new plans as circumstances change, depend 

critically on the wealth of experience they accumulate through repeated, first-hand observations 

of train operations in their territories under a variety of different conditions. Dispatchers rely on 

their knowledge and experience to develop and adapt plans that affect not only immediate conflicts 
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between trains, but also the sequence of follow-on effects that flow from each decision to advance 

or stop a particular train at a particular location. 

At Union Pacific, dispatcher training never ends. Dispatchers must complete an annual 

Rules update training class, annual General Code of Operating Rules testing, annual peer training, 

and monthly Dispatcher Training Exercise System testing. 

C. Dispatchers’ Use of CADX and Advanced Movement Planner 

Union Pacific dispatches trains using a computer-aided dispatching system called CADX. 

CADX is an advanced software and communication system that provides dispatchers real-time 

data and allows them to control traffic in their assigned territories. CADX allows dispatchers to 

see a segment of track, including the location of trains, the status of signals, and other important 

information about the status of the track, such as the presence of maintenance crews and slow 

orders. Each dispatcher has four to six “overview screens” they watch to monitor their territories 

and make their dispatching judgments and decisions. An example of what a dispatcher might see 

on one of his or her overview screens is provided below in Figure 1. The example is from 

November 22, 2024, on Union Pacific’s Del Rio Subdivision. 

 

Figure 1 

CADX Snapshot 

 

 

In Figure 1, the lines represent the main line track and passing sidings. The red lines with 

arrows represent trains and their direction of movement. The green lines represent the authority 
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ahead of the trains (the area through which the dispatcher has authorized one or more trains to 

travel). The red and green circles represent signals. The alphanumeric codes in yellow represent 

control points. In this example, the dispatcher has set two meets between Amtrak (AMT2) and two 

Z trains (ZCWEG and ZYCEG) at Inge and Knippa sidings. 

As discussed above, developing an efficient plan for dispatching a territory requires 

substantial knowledge, experience, and judgment. For example, in the circumstances shown in 

Figure 1, the dispatcher had two westbound Z trains (ZCWEG and ZYCEG) clear of the main line 

in sidings at Inge and Knippa in advance of AMT2’s arrival to allow AMT2 to run unopposed on 

the Del Rio Subdivision’s single main track. 

When dispatchers make decisions, they enter information into CADX to execute their plan. 

Dispatchers then make selections within CADX to put their plans into action. Their screens show 

detailed information, such as signal numbers, switch numbers, track numbers, and siding lengths. 

For example, referring back to Figure 1 above, a dispatcher would tell CADX to line the switches 

at control points SA295 and SA289 to allow the Z trains to enter the Knippa and Inge sidings. The 

dispatcher would then tell CADX to line the switches at control points SA295 and SA289 back for 

main track movement and line signals for AMT2 so Amtrak can continue on the main line. 

CADX includes a subsystem called Advanced Movement Planner,2 which was activated 

across the network between May 2021 and October 2021. Advanced Movement Planner is 

essentially an optimizing algorithm that creates a real-time recommended plan for movement of 

each train operating on our network (with certain important exceptions). The plans are designed to 

minimize disruption to train schedules, while taking into account, among other things, priorities 

 
2 Union Pacific referred to this subsystem as “Movement Planner” in its responses to the Board’s 
requests for information filed on September 25, 2023, but “Advanced Movement Planner” is the 
full, correct name of the subsystem. 
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assigned to trains. The plans are communicated to CADX, where they are translated into suggested 

indications about how signals and switches should be lined to execute the recommended plans. 

Dispatchers see these recommendations on their CADX screens. Advanced Movement Planer 

updates the plan every 22 seconds, reflecting the need to adapt dispatching plans in light of 

constantly evolving conditions. 

Currently, dispatchers have choices about how they use plans generated by Advanced 

Movement Planner. They can set tracks to “automatic mode,” allowing CADX to automatically 

control signals and switches. They can also set tracks to “manual mode,” allowing them to see the 

plan developed by Advanced Movement Planner but requiring manual entry of changes to signals 

and switches. In addition, trains can be set to “automatic” or “manual.” Most trains are set to 

automatic, but trains are set to manual if there is no schedule for the train in the system (e.g., yard 

jobs that might nose out onto a main line, trains that are tied down, trains completing work events, 

local trains serving customers that have turn around schedules, or crews conducting an inspection 

of a train). Advanced Movement Planner does not create plans for trains set for manual and 

therefore cannot account for them in the same way as other trains in its overall planning process. 

Even when CADX is set to operate automatically, a dispatcher remains fully responsible 

for monitoring and directing all movements. Dispatcher responsibility is especially important 

because Union Pacific continues to refine and develop the functionality of both CADX and the 

Advanced Movement Planner algorithm to ensure they appropriately account for and address the 

wide variety of issues that arise in planning movements on a complex, ever-changing network. 

{{  
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}} Further, the 

Advanced Movement Planner algorithm does not contain a set of rules that account for Amtrak’s 

preference. In the Advanced Movement Planner algorithm, Amtrak trains and Union Pacific’s 

premium intermodal trains are assigned the highest numeric priority. Dispatchers are therefore 

required to give particular attention to automated dispatching suggestions in territories where 

Amtrak trains are operating.  

{{  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

}}3 

{{  

 

 
3 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Batt workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Signal Lining Nov-21 to Dec-
22.” 
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}}4 

In sum, dispatchers are exercising their independent judgment in every individual 

dispatching decision, relying on a suite of tools including their classroom and on-the-job training, 

years of experience, and system resources like Advanced Movement Planner. 

II. Coordinating With Other Host Carriers When Dispatching Sunset Limited Trains 

Union Pacific is responsible for dispatching the Sunset Limited on most of the Sunset 

Limited Route. However, Sunset Limited Trains 1 and 2 neither originate nor terminate on Union 

Pacific. Union Pacific dispatchers therefore must coordinate with other host carriers to receive and 

handoff Sunset Limited trains. In this section, I discuss the procedures used to coordinate 

dispatching of Sunset Limited trains with other host carriers. 

A. East Bridge Jct.  

Sunset Limited Train 1 originates, and Sunset Limited Train 2 terminates, on Amtrak-owned 

track in New Orleans, Louisiana. Union Pacific’s first interaction involving Train 1 occurs as the 

train approaches East Bridge Jct. East Bridge Jct. is a complex, congested location, where trains 

moving north-south across New Orleans Public Belt Railroad’s Huey P. Long Bridge in 

interchange between Union Pacific and BNSF on the one hand, and CSX and NS on the other, 

 
4 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Batt workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Signal Lining Jan-24 to Oct-
24.” 

PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED
PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER



 

12 

 

interact with trains moving east-west on lines owned by CN, CPKC, and NS. The schematic below 

helps illustrate the complex nature of operations at East Bridge Jct. 

Figure 2 

Schematic of East Bridge Jct. 

 

 

Union Pacific controls the interlocker at East Bridge Jct. pursuant to a 2019 agreement with 

CN intended to improve operations through the area. Union Pacific also controls the interlocker at 

West Bridge Jct., where BNSF assumes responsibility for Sunset Limited Train 1. As Train 1 is 

approaching East Bridge Jct., CN notifies the Union Pacific dispatcher controlling the interlocker, 

who in turn notifies the BNSF dispatcher responsible for dispatching Train 1 on the BNSF-

maintained portion of the Lafayette Subdivision. The Union Pacific-BNSF communication is 

designed to ensure Train 1 is not held on the bridge, blocking other traffic. Once BNSF confirms 

it will be able to accept Train 1, Union Pacific’s dispatcher requests a signal at the East Bridge Jct. 

interlocker. When CN acknowledges the signal, the Union Pacific dispatcher lines the switches at 
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East Bridge Jct. and West Bridge Jct., so Train 1 can move across the bridge and onto BNSF-

dispatched track in Avondale, and the Amtrak crew contacts the BNSF dispatcher for a track 

warrant to move onto BNSF’s Lafayette Subdivision. 

Sunset Limited Train 1 is usually on or close to schedule when it reaches East Bridge Jct. 

Union Pacific tries to plan freight movements so the passenger train stays on schedule. However, 

clearing a route in advance sometimes is not possible. On average, approximately 33 trains per day 

move through the interlocker at East Bridge Jct., and 18 trains per day move between East Bridge 

Jct. and West Bridge Jct. At times, Train 1 arrives at East Bridge Jct. when other trains are moving 

through the junction or occupying the lines between East Bridge Jct. and West Bridge Jct. For 

example, trains interchanged by BNSF or Union Pacific, on the one hand, and CSX or NS, on the 

other hand, are sometimes held between the two junctions when they cannot immediately be 

received at the locations designated for interchange. Union Pacific dispatchers employ every effort 

to anticipate Train 1’s arrival and hold freight traffic to allow a clear path over the bridge, but 

ensuring Amtrak will never experience freight train interference would cause massive backups and 

delays to freight movements for all carriers moving traffic through the New Orleans gateway. The 

coordination issues involving Train 2 are similar to the issues involving Train 1. As discussed 

below, Union Pacific dispatchers will not allow Train 2 to proceed through West Bridge Jct. and 

across the Huey P. Long Bridge until CN confirms that it will be able to accept the train at East 

Bridge Jct. to ensure Train 2 is not held on the bridge. 

B. West Bridge Jct. 

As discussed above, Union Pacific controls the interlocker at West Bridge Jct. Sunset 

Limited Train 1 usually goes through West Bridge Jct. to BNSF track and remains on BNSF track 

through Live Oak. On rare occasions, Sunset Limited trains use the former Southern Pacific main 
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line between West Bridge Jct. and Live Oak. 5 The schematic below shows the BNSF route (in 

green) and the route over the former Southern Pacific main line (in red). 

Figure 3 
West Bridge Jct. to Live Oak 
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As noted above, when Train 1 a1Tives at East Bridge Jct., Union Pacific will not move 

Train 1 across the bridge until BNSF can accept Train 1 at West Bridge Jct. to prevent Train 1 from 

being held on the bridge, blocking interchange with CSX and NS. Union Pacific cannot control 

the availability ofBNSF 's po1tion of the Sunset Limited Route, but BNSF is usually able to accept 

Train l once it is able to move across the bridge. 

Train 2 can face the same challenges moving through West Bridge Jct. as Train 1 faces 

moving through East Bridge Jct. Union Pacific is notified by BNSF when Train 2 is on the way, 

5 Based on a review of Union Pacific's archived data, my team identified six Sunset Limited runs 
from November 3, 2021, through September 30, 2022, that were routed using the fonner Southern 
Pacific main line. The archived data do not include a field necessa1y to confinn the routing prior 
to NovemlJer 3, 2021. See Uuiou Pacific Reply Workpaper "Batt workpapen,.xlsx," TalJs "AMTl 
Avondale Route" & "AMT2 Avondale Route." 
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but Train 2 will not be cleared through West Bridge Jct. until it has a route across the bridge and 

can be accepted by CN. Dispatchers make every effort to anticipate Train 2’s arrival and hold 

freight traffic to allow a clear path over the bridge, but variability in Train 2’s arrival time at the 

end of its multi-day trip can thwart a dispatcher’s best efforts. 

C. Live Oak 

As Sunset Limited Train 1 moves westward from BNSF track in Avondale to BNSF’s 

Lafayette Subdivision, it passes through Live Oak. Union Pacific controls the signal at Live Oak, 

which is also where Union Pacific trains move between Union Pacific’s Avondale and Livonia 

Subdivisions. Between Live Oak and Iowa Jct. (discussed below), the Sunset Limited moves over 

track jointly owned and operated by Union Pacific and BNSF. Union Pacific and BNSF have joint 

responsibility for dispatching the track between Live Oak and Dawes, Texas, but a BNSF employee 

dispatches the segment between Iowa Jct. and Live Oak from Union Pacific and BNSF’s Joint 

Dispatching Center in Spring, Texas. 

Union Pacific dispatchers provide a signal for the Sunset Limited Train 1 when they receive 

a request from BNSF. Union Pacific is not aware of any pattern of delays to Amtrak trains at Live 

Oak caused by Union Pacific’s control of the signal. If Train 1 is delayed at Live Oak, it would be 

because Amtrak needs to obtain authority from BNSF to enter BNSF’s Lafayette Subdivision. 

Similarly, Union Pacific provides a signal at Live Oak when Train 2, traveling eastward, 

moves from BNSF’s Lafayette Subdivision to BNSF’s tracks in Avondale. Union Pacific is not 

aware of any pattern of delays to Amtrak trains at Live Oak caused by Union Pacific’s control of 

the signal. Any delay would be related to BNSF’s ability to accept the train in Avondale, not Union 

Pacific’s control of the signal. 
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D. Iowa Jct. 

Union Pacific and BNSF interchange at Iowa Jct., which is where BNSF’s Lafayette 

Subdivision ends and Union Pacific’s Lafayette Subdivision begins. As noted above, Union Pacific 

and BNSF have joint responsibility for dispatching the track between Live Oak and Dawes, but a 

Union Pacific employee dispatches the segment between Iowa Jct. and Dawes from the Joint 

Dispatching Center in Spring, Texas. BNSF typically provides advance notice of Sunset Limited 

train arrivals. Sunset Limited trains will be held at Iowa Jct. if Union Pacific cannot accept them 

immediately because of traffic on the Lafayette Subdivision, which is single track with limited 

sidings. BNSF trains moving to BNSF’s Lafayette Subdivision will occasionally be in the way. 

(Union Pacific generally routes trains moving east to New Orleans using the Livonia Subdivision 

via directional operations, which improves the Sunset Limited’s operations on BNSF’s portion of 

Lafayette Subdivision). 

For Train 2, Union Pacific is sometimes required to hold the train on its Lafayette 

Subdivision when BNSF cannot accept the train. For example, BNSF may refuse to accept Train 2 

if one of its own trains is moving westbound on the Lafayette Subdivision and there are no 

available sidings between the train’s location and Iowa Jct. 

E. Neches River Bridge/Beaumont 

Between Iowa Jct. and Tower 31 just east of Beaumont, Texas, Train 1 is dispatched by a 

Union Pacific employee working in Union Pacific and BNSF’s Joint Dispatching Center. When 

Train 1 is an hour or so from Tower 31, the Union Pacific dispatcher contacts a CPKC dispatcher 

also located in the Joint Dispatching Center to determine whether CPKC can accept the train on 

the CPKC-owned line that Union Pacific, BNSF, and Amtrak use to cross the Neches River. The 

CPKC dispatcher hands the train back to the Union Pacific dispatcher at Wall Street, and Union 
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Pacific dispatches the train from that point at Wall Street through to Yuma Jct. in California. For 

Train 2, Union Pacific and CPKC follow essentially the same process in reverse. 

F. Yuma Jct. 

At Yuma Jct., Union Pacific hands Train 1 to the Southern California Regional Rail 

Authority (known as “Metrolink”). A Union Pacific dispatcher notifies the Metrolink dispatcher 

about an hour prior to the interchange. If any schedule deviations or irregularities occur, Union 

Pacific and Metrolink train dispatchers communicate with each other to establish a mutual 

understanding of any adjustments or alternative planning that must take place. If there is a planned 

engineering curfew or a service interruption blocking the normal route between Yuma Jct. and El 

Monte, California, Train 1 can be interchanged between Union Pacific and Metrolink at Bassett, 

California. The use of this alternate routing would be discussed and agreed upon ahead of time by 

Union Pacific and Metrolink. Metrolink hands Train 2 moving eastward to Union Pacific in the 

same manner but in the reverse order. 

III. Amtrak’s Complaints Related to Dispatching Practices 

I am aware that Amtrak’s complaint in this case involves whether Union Pacific gives 

Amtrak’s trains preference. I am also aware that Amtrak claims many delays to the Sunset Limited 

were caused by decisions in which dispatchers did not give preference to the Sunset Limited. In 

this Part, I discuss how Union Pacific’s dispatchers are trained and supervised to ensure they give 

Amtrak preference. I also discuss how dispatchers are expected to resolve dispatching conflicts in 

several types of situations Amtrak identifies that sometimes cause delays to the Sunset Limited. 

A. Union Pacific dispatcher training regarding Amtrak’s preference 

Union Pacific’s dispatchers receive training and instruction regarding protocols for 

dispatching Amtrak trains as part of their initial training and over the course of their dispatching 

careers. Dispatchers are taught that Amtrak trains are the highest priority trains and that, pursuant 
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to federal law, Amtrak trains must be given preference over freight trains.6 These principles are 

reinforced through periodic performance monitoring and situation-specific feedback and coaching. 

With regard to prioritizing trains, dispatchers are expected to develop and execute tactical plans 

with the objective of keeping Amtrak trains moving in order to comply with our contractual 

obligation to operate Amtrak trains on time.7 With regard to preference, dispatchers are taught that 

in resolving dispatching conflicts between freight trains and Amtrak trains, they must give greater 

weight to Amtrak’s interests. For example, dispatchers are instructed to avoid dispatching 

decisions that would result in the Sunset Limited trains following slower freight trains 

unnecessarily. However, they are also taught that Amtrak’s preference does not mean they should 

disregard impacts to other trains or the network as a whole to ensure Amtrak trains are never 

slowed or stopped en route.8 Dispatchers must consider a range of variables in resolving potential 

conflicts between trains including each train’s priority, schedule, crew hours of service, and 

impacts on other trains. If a decision is made to delay an Amtrak train, whether because of a 

dispatching conflict or for any other reason, dispatchers must inform their corridor manager, who 

in turn notifies Union Pacific’s Amtrak Corridor Desk.9 These notifications typically occur through 

oral communications and facilitate situation-specific feedback and coaching. 

 
6 See, e.g., Union Pacific Reply Exhibit D at 3 {  

} 

7 See, e.g., Union Pacific Reply Exhibit F at 2 {  
 

} id. at 4 { } 

8 See, e.g., Union Pacific Reply Exhibit E at 3 {  
 

} see also Union Pacific Reply Exhibit F at 6 {  
 

} 

9 See, e.g., Union Pacific Reply Exhibit E at 3 {  
} 
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Ensuring compliance with Amtrak’s preference is an integral component of Union Pacific’s 

dispatching operations. The expectation of all dispatching employees is that Amtrak’s preference 

will be honored. Dispatchers’ performance handling Amtrak trains is periodically reviewed, and 

dispatchers receive feedback from their supervisors. Additional coaching and training are 

employed if any dispatcher fails to meet the expectations of his or her role, including expectations 

concerning dispatching of Amtrak trains. Union Pacific does not formally evaluate dispatchers 

based specifically on their handling of Amtrak trains. Not all dispatchers have responsibilities for 

territories that have Amtrak trains. Union Pacific’s view is that {{  

 

}} 

Amtrak has long been able to ensure Union Pacific’s dispatchers are giving preference to 

its trains, including the Sunset Limited. Amtrak has real-time access to the CADX screens for 

Union Pacific’s portion of the Sunset Limited Route and can contact Union Pacific’s Amtrak 

Corridor Desk if it believes preference is being violated. I am not aware of Amtrak having 

contacted the Amtrak Corridor Desk with any specific preference violation claims related to Sunset 

Limited trains during the Complaint Period.  

B. Dispatching decisions and longer trains  

Many of Amtrak’s complaints focus on delays to the Sunset Limited involving longer 

freight trains. Union Pacific’s dispatchers are responsible for moving trains that enter their territory 

and resolving conflicts between trains, not determining network design and operating strategy with 

respect to train length. Train length does not impact a train’s priority under Union Pacific’s 

dispatching protocols, and it does not impact dispatchers’ obligations to give Amtrak preference. 

However, train length may affect individual dispatching decisions. On any given shift, a dispatcher 

must make hundreds of decisions aimed at maintaining safe and efficient operations, including 
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decisions about the location of train meets. Where a particular train meet occurs on any given day 

can depend on a variety of factors, including train priorities, whether the trains are on schedule, 

train crew hours-of-service considerations, other activity on the line, siding availability near the 

location of the meet, the lengths of available sidings near the location of the meet, and train lengths. 

For example, a dispatcher may hold a longer train in a yard, knowing a shorter train will 

soon pass the yard, so that the shorter train can proceed on the main line and not follow the longer, 

likely slower, train. As another example, if circumstances have developed such that a dispatcher 

must choose between (i) holding a shorter train on the main line short of a long siding until a longer 

train advances to and moves into the long siding, and (ii) holding the long train short of a shorter 

siding elsewhere on the line until the shorter train advances to and moves into the shorter siding, 

a dispatcher may conclude the meet would be accomplished most efficiently by continuing to 

advance the shorter train and then briefly placing it in the shorter siding. Dispatchers have 

concluded from years of training and experience that routing a shorter train through a siding can 

be a more efficient move because shorter trains tend to weigh less and require less braking distance 

such that they decelerate into and accelerate out of a siding faster than a longer train taking a siding 

to allow a shorter train to hold the main line. When that shorter train is a Sunset Limited train, this 

maneuver usually minimizes the overall delay to Amtrak that would otherwise be incurred while 

waiting for the longer, slower freight train to move from the main line to the siding.10 

C. Dispatching decisions and crews running short on hours of service  

Amtrak also complains about delays to the Sunset Limited when dispatchers are trying to 

ensure freight crews do not reach their hours-of-service limits before their trains arrive at crew 

 
10 See, e.g., Union Pacific Reply Exhibit F at 5 {  

 
} 
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change points. Union Pacific’s train schedules are designed so crews reach crew change points 

comfortably before they reach their hours-of-service limits. Crews expiring before reaching a crew 

change point can cause significant disruption to our network and is thus considered an extremely 

serious operating incident. If a crew expires before the train reaches a crew change point, the train 

consumes track capacity where it stops—for example, a siding that otherwise would be used to 

accommodate meets between other trains. Additionally, if a crew expires before a crew change 

point, another crew is required to bring the train to the crew change point—a crew that then will 

not be available to move other trains, which can create or compound congestion in a terminal area. 

However, unexpected events can arise that cause trains to fall behind schedule and crews to 

approach the limits of their hours of service. For example, trains can be delayed by mechanical 

incidents or other trains that experience mechanical incidents. Trains can be delayed when work 

events take longer than anticipated. Trains can be delayed by track or signal defects, or weather 

conditions, or incidents involving third parties. 

Union Pacific uses a variety of monitoring processes to prevent crews from expiring before 

reaching crew change points. If there is any chance a crew will expire before reaching a crew 

change point, Union Pacific’s Train Management Team, which consists of dispatchers and corridor 

managers, will be planning to mitigate the potential impact to the network. That process begins 

when a dispatcher identifies a train crew at risk of expiring on a main line and alerts his or her 

supervisor to the issue. Dispatchers are instructed to give priority treatment to trains with crews 

approaching their maximum hours of service to expedite the train’s movement to either a crew 

change point or minimally disruptive tie-down (parking) location on a siding. 

A train crew expiring on a main line is an extremely serious operating incident and it rarely 

happens, though it did happen much more often than usual during the period at issue in this 
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proceeding. If a dispatcher determines a train will not reach a crew change point or a viable tie-

down location off the main line, the dispatcher will act to minimize the potential for disruption to 

the network. Generally, the dispatcher will try to progress the train as close to the crew change 

point as possible, while factoring in the need to identify a location that will facilitate a crew change. 

For example, a dispatcher might stop a train near a crossing for easy crew access to the train by 

car. These dispatching strategies facilitate efficient crew replacement to clear the main line quickly. 

If a crew does expire on a main line, Union Pacific’s Train Management Team will plan to 

restore movement over the line by lining up any holding trains. When possible, Amtrak trains 

would be lined up ahead of other trains to move first once the main line has been cleared. 

Additionally, the Train Management Team will contact Amtrak’s corridor management team to 

inform them of the situation and keep Amtrak updated as the situation is resolved. 

D. Dispatching decisions and double-main track 

Amtrak also complains about delays that occur when the Sunset Limited follows a freight 

train in double-main territory. Union Pacific’s portion of the Sunset Limited Route has long 

sections of double-main track. As Mr. Janke notes in his reply verified statement, Union Pacific’s 

Lordsburg, Gila, and Yuma Subdivisions all consist of greater than 60% double-main track. The 

presence of double-main track provides three primary operating benefits. 

First, double-main track enables Union Pacific to operate trains moving in the same 

direction on the same track. This avoids the need to stop trains for meets, which greatly increases 

the capacity and reliability of both lines. Second, double-main track allows trains to continue using 

one track even when an incident occurs that temporarily blocks the other, thus increasing reliability 

of service as compared to single-main track with sidings. Third, double-main track creates more 

opportunities for dispatchers to arrange for faster trains to overtake slower trains than would be 

available on a single-main track with sidings. 
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An overtake on a double-main segment is somewhat like one vehicle passing another on a 

two-way road. One vehicle can cross the dashed center line to overtake a slower vehicle if there is 

no traffic moving in the opposite direction and if there is sufficient space to make the pass safely.11 

And as on a highway, the slower train is not required to slow down or stop to facilitate the overtake 

by the faster train. This maneuver on double-main track thus allows the slower train to continue 

making steady, forward progress at authorized speed while the faster train likewise makes efficient 

forward progress by accelerating past the slower train. 

Union Pacific constructs and utilizes double-main track in locations where traffic levels 

have increased to the point that more capacity is needed to keep trains moving continuously in 

both directions. In other words, the primary purpose of double-main track is to efficiently move 

substantial traffic traveling in opposite directions without time-consuming, sometimes complex 

meets, not to facilitate overtakes whether by Amtrak or other freight trains, though this is a 

secondary benefit. While double-main track provides many more opportunities for overtakes than 

single-main track with sidings, dispatchers are instructed not to use the second main track for 

overtakes before considering a variety of factors, including the precise location of crossovers, the 

presence of oncoming traffic on the other line, and the locations of Amtrak station stops. While I 

used a highway analogy for illustration, it is important to note that the amount of distance and time 

necessary for a train to come to a complete stop and accelerate back up to speed is vastly greater 

than that of a vehicle on a double-lane road. Trains can be highly variable in their consist, but a 

typical manifest train of 10,000 feet would likely require at least eight miles to decelerate to stop 

completely and then accelerate back to normal track speed. Therefore, stopping an oncoming train 

 
11 In the railroad word, because the dispatcher directs the movements of all trains in a territory, the 
dispatcher can also arrange for an overtake by instructing the slower train to pull onto the other 
track while the faster train remains on the same track. 
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to allow an overtake in the opposite direction would significantly curtail the capacity benefits 

associated with double track and potentially cause delays to ripple through that portion of the 

network. Determining whether time and space exist to accommodate an overtake on double-main 

track requires dispatchers to exercise significant judgment and experience to maintain safe 

operations. 

E. Dispatching decisions and directional operations between Beaumont and 

Houston 

Amtrak also complains about Union Pacific’s use of directional operations between 

Beaumont and Houston. As shown below in Figure 4, Union Pacific has two main options for 

routing trains between Beaumont and Houston: trains can operate over the Houston Subdivision 

or the Beaumont Subdivision.  

Figure 4 

Directional Operations Between Houston and Beaumont 
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Typically, Union Pacific uses these options to operate trains directionally: westbound trains 

typically run on the Houston Subdivision, while eastbound trains typically run on the Beaumont 

Subdivision. Directional operations improve service for all traffic by reducing delays from train 

meets and optimizing main line capacity. The operations of Union Pacific’s yards in the Houston 

Terminal Area are configured to support the directional running pattern of trains to and from 

Beaumont. Consistent with these directional operations, Sunset Limited Train 2 is typically routed 

on the Beaumont Subdivision, which allows it to move with the flow of other eastbound traffic, 

while Sunset Limited Train 1 is typically routed on the Houston Subdivision, along with other 

westbound traffic. 

Amtrak has expressed concerns about Union Pacific’s decision to route Train 2 over the 

Beaumont Subdivision, which is slightly longer and has a lower maximum speed limit than the 

Houston Subdivision. Although the Beaumont Subdivision route is longer on paper, Train 2 runs 

faster over the Beaumont Subdivision with the flow of freight traffic than it would run over the 

Houston Subdivision against the flow of freight traffic. The benefit realized by Train 2 from 

operating over the Beaumont Subdivision with the directional flow of traffic is illustrated by 

Figure 5 below. Figure 5 shows how on December 15, 2021, {{  

 

}} 
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Figure 5 
Beaumont-Houston Directional Operations 

{{ 

}} 

The example in Figure 5 is representative of the situation Train 2 typically encounters between 

Beaumont and Houston. 

Train 2 does not always move over the Beaumont Subdivision. Union Pacific's routing 

decisions ultimately depend on cun ent conditions on each route. Route conditions can be affected 
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by a variety of circumstances. These circumstances include service interruptions (e.g., disabled 

trains, derailments), track conditions (e.g., slow orders, heat orders), maintenance-of-way work 

windows, and general congestion. Union Pacific corridor managers and dispatchers evaluate 

current route conditions, and a corridor manager can direct or approve a decision to route an 

Amtrak train against the directional flow when that option appears to provide an opportunity to 

expedite the Amtrak train as compared to the alternate routing option. 

F. Dispatching decisions and station platforms and maintenance overstays 

Amtrak also complains about a few delays to the Sunset Limited caused by blocked station 

platforms and maintenance overstays. These types of delays are not directly controlled by 

dispatchers and arise from the unavoidable variability of railroad operations. 

Union Pacific has a specific dispatching policy designed to prevent freight trains from 

blocking Amtrak’s station platforms when a passenger train is approaching. Train Dispatcher Rule 

22:8 provides that when {  

 

} Most of the Sunset Limited station platforms on Union Pacific 

are located directly on the main line, and all of the platforms are accessible only by moving over 

main line or yard tracks that are also used by freight trains. Therefore, unforeseen mechanical 

issues and other operational circumstances will on occasion result in blocked station access at the 

time of Amtrak’s arrival. In these circumstances, the issue is not Union Pacific’s dispatching policy 

or application of the policy, but rather the unavoidable variability of railroad operations. 

Amtrak’s complaints about maintenance-of-way overstays similarly reflect unavoidable 

variability of railroad operations. Union Pacific plans maintenance-of-way activity to minimize 

operational disruption, and it generally plans to finish maintenance activity, or at least temporarily 

clear and reopen track, before Amtrak trains are scheduled to arrive at the location of the activity. 
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On occasion, however, issues will arise, and more time will be required to complete planned 

activity and restore safe track conditions than was originally anticipated. In those situations, Union 

Pacific may conclude that allowing maintenance crews to overstay their windows would be the 

least disruptive option, and dispatchers will hold Amtrak trains, and freight trains, so the 

maintenance can be completed. 

G. Dispatching resolutions of Amtrak’s examples of alleged preference violations 

Finally, Amtrak highlights a number of specific instances in which dispatchers purportedly 

failed to provide Sunset Limited trains preference. Amtrak drew those instances from the root cause 

analyses that Union Pacific submitted in response to the Board’s investigative requests in this 

proceeding. My team helped prepare those root cause analyses. My team and I reviewed the 

specific instances highlighted by Amtrak, and the results of those reviews are discussed in more 

detail in Union Pacific’s reply statement. In my workpapers, I provide some additional detail 

relating to some of the root cause instances.12 The additional detail supports the conclusions in the 

original root cause analyses. In short, Amtrak’s specific examples of preference violations involve 

circumstances in which dispatchers had no reasonable alternative to slowing or stopping the Sunset 

Limited. Amtrak never says what the dispatchers should have done differently to reduce delays to 

the Sunset Limited and never shows such an alternative would not have compromised the overall 

fluidity of the network. 

  

 
12 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Batt Additional Root Cause Support_HC.zip.” 
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VERIFICATION 

I, Erin Batt, declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Further, 

I certify that I am qualified and authorized to file this reply verified statement. 

Executed on December 23, 2024. 

      /s/ Erin Batt  
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REPLY VERIFIED STATEMENT 
 

OF 
 

KATHERINE N. NOVAK 
 
 

My name is Katherine Novak.  I am currently General Director Interline Operations for 

Union Pacific Railroad Company.1  I joined Union Pacific in 2006 and have held my current 

position since January 2024.  Since joining the railroad, I have served in a variety of other 

positions.  Most relevant to this proceeding, I am also Union Pacific’s National Railroad Passenger 

Officer—a role I have held since May 2021.  As Union Pacific’s National Railroad Passenger 

Officer, I am responsible for Union Pacific’s overall contractual relationship with Amtrak under 

the Operating Agreement dated January 1, 2000, as amended, between Amtrak and Union Pacific 

(“Operating Agreement”).  I am also directly involved in Union Pacific’s efforts to engage with 

Amtrak to develop certified schedules for the Sunset Limited.  I hold a bachelor’s degree in speech 

communications and political science from Northwest Missouri State, and a Juris Doctorate from 

the University of Nebraska College of Law. 

I am submitting this statement to address two related topics: (1) the differences between 

Union Pacific’s contractual on-time performance metric and standard under the Operating 

Agreement (“Contract OTP”) and the FRA’s metric for determining compliance with Congress’s 

on-time performance standard (“Customer OTP”), and (2) Union Pacific’s efforts to align the 

Sunset Limited schedules with the Customer OTP metric and standard.  My statement explains 

why Union Pacific can consistently achieve Contract OTP for the Sunset Limited under the current 

schedules, but why the schedules must be modified and extended for Amtrak to consistently 

 
1 Acronyms and abbreviations are as defined in Union Pacific’s Reply Statement unless otherwise 
specified herein. 
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achieve Customer OTP.  I also present and explain Union Pacific’s current proposal for schedules 

designed to help Amtrak achieve Customer OTP for the Sunset Limited. 

I. Sunset Limited Schedules Are Aligned With Contract OTP, Not Customer OTP. 

Union Pacific’s obligation to provide on-time service for Amtrak trains, including the 

Sunset Limited, is governed by the Operating Agreement.  Union Pacific has therefore worked with 

Amtrak over the years to ensure Sunset Limited schedules are aligned with Contract OTP.  The 

Operating Agreement does not require Union Pacific to provide service that allows Amtrak to 

achieve Customer OTP, so the Sunset Limited’s current schedules are not designed to achieve 

Customer OTP.  Union Pacific is willing to help Amtrak achieve Customer OTP, but Amtrak must 

be willing to modify the Sunset Limited’s current schedules to align them with that metric. 

A. Contract OTP under the Operating Agreement 

Union Pacific’s contractual commitment to provide on-time service to Amtrak is tied 

directly to the parties’ agreement on passenger schedules aligned with Contract OTP.  The 

Operating Agreement incorporates specific schedules, and Union Pacific has agreed to “make 

every reasonable effort” to “deliver Amtrak Trains to all scheduled passenger stops on UP-hosted 

portions of track by the scheduled time.”2  The Operating Agreement therefore prohibits Amtrak 

from modifying its schedules “without UP’s approval.”3  The Operating Agreement also 

recognizes Amtrak’s schedules must be “compatible with the existing physical capabilities of UP.”4  

Over the years, Union Pacific and Amtrak have agreed to change Amtrak schedules for various 

reasons.  When Union Pacific considers a potential schedule change, it carefully evaluates whether 

 
2 Union Pacific Reply Exhibit A, Art. III, § 3.3. 
3 id., App. V.E. 
4 id., Art. III, § 3.1.A. 
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the new schedule will allow it to meet its on-time service commitment in the Operating 

Agreement—that is, whether the schedule will remain aligned with Contract OTP. 

The Operating Agreement establishes the Contract OTP metric and standard for 

determining performance payments and penalties that define Union Pacific’s commitment to 

provide on-time service.  To measure on-time performance, Amtrak and Union Pacific established 

a contractual “origin” for each route, “checkpoints” along each route, and rules for determining 

whether a trip is considered on time at each checkpoint.5  Under the Operating Agreement, Union 

Pacific is entitled to a performance payment if the percentage of on-time performance of an Amtrak 

train at a checkpoint is 80% or more in a month, and a penalty is assessed if the percentage of on-

time performance of an Amtrak train at a checkpoint is less than 70% in a month.6 

For the Sunset Limited, the parties agreed that Contract OTP would be measured based on 

Union Pacific’s performance between Iowa Jct., Louisiana, and El Monte, California.   

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 
5 Id., App. V.A. 
6 Id., App. V.B, C. 
7 Id., App. V, Table 1 at 1. 
8 Id. 
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  Although Amtrak attributes most Sunset Limited delay time to host railroads, 21% 

of delays are attributable to Amtrak and approximately 8% of delays are attributable to third 

parties.12 

B. Customer OTP established by the FRA 

The FRA’s approach to determining Customer OTP is very different from the Operating 

Agreement’s process for determining Contract OTP.  The FRA’s Customer OTP metric is “the 

percentage of all customers on an intercity passenger rail train who arrive at their detraining point 

no later than 15 minutes after their published scheduled arrival time, reported by train and route.”13  

Customer OTP therefore depends upon on-time arrival at every station on a route, not a subset of 

agreed-upon checkpoints.  In addition, Customer OTP does not distinguish between the 

performances of individual host carriers on routes with multiple host carriers.  Customer OTP also 

does not distinguish between delays attributable to host railroads and delays attributable to Amtrak, 

third parties, and natural forces. 

 
9 Id., App. V.A.1(b). 
10 Id., App. V.A.1(c), (d). 
11 Id., App. V.A.3(c). 
12 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Novak workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Amtrak & Third-Party 
Delay.” 
13 49 C.F.R. § 273.5. 
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Expecting Union Pacific to ensure Sunset Limited trains achieve Customer OTP based on 

current schedules designed to achieve Contract OTP is neither fair nor reasonable.  Application of 

Customer OTP and Contract OTP to the same set of facts can produce very different results.  For 

example, on January 2, 2022, Sunset Limited Train 1 incurred 376 minutes of delay because its 

engine failed.  Union Pacific achieved 100% Contract OTP, while the train achieved just 7.9% 

Customer OTP.14  Similarly, on July 31, 2022, Sunset Limited Train 2 incurred 109 minutes of 

delay because its engine failed and it experienced problems with Positive Train Control.  Union 

Pacific achieved 100% Contract OTP, while the train achieved just 26% Customer OTP.15 

The broader misalignment between Amtrak’s current, agreed-upon schedules and 

Customer OTP can be seen by comparing Contract OTP and Customer OTP performance for the 

Sunset Limited.  In the twelve-month period from October 2023 through September 2024, Union 

Pacific’s overall Contract OTP exceeded 80% in every month except two.  By contrast, Customer 

OTP on the Sunset Limited never exceeded 72%.  I provide the monthly data in Table 1 below. 

 
14 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Novak workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “AMT1 2022-01-02.” 
15 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Novak workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “AMT1 2022-07-31.” 
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Table 1 
Sunset Limited Contract OTP versus Customer OTP 16 

Contract OTP Customer OTP 

Oct. 2023 93.8% 64.2% 

Nov. 2023 89.9% 63.0% 

Dec. 2023 94.1% 66.4% 

Jan. 2024 92.2% 70.2% 

Feb. 2024 86.2% 53.2% 

Mar. 2024 81.9% 64.0% 

Apr. 2024 80.9% 56.5% 

May 2024 83.9% 48.8% 

June 2024 72.3% 42.0% 

July 2024 88.9% 60.2% 

Aug. 2024 75.0% 54.3% 

Sept. 2024 83.2% 71.6% 

As Table I shows, during a period in which Union Pacific achieved Contract OTP (70% or higher) 

eve1y single month and consistently earned contractual perfo1mance payments, the Sunset 

Limited's perf01mance was considered unsatisfacto1y Ullder Customer OTP. 

Union Pacific has communicated to Amtrak that if Amtrak's goal is to achieve Customer 

OTP, the Sunset Limited's cunent schedules must be modified and extended. When adopting the 

Customer OTP metric, the FRA recognized "Amtrak's published train schedules ha[ d] not been 

designed with a [ C]ustomer OTP metric in mind." 17 The FRA instrncted Amtrak and host raih-oads 

to align all schedules to be achievable with the Customer OTP metric and established a non-binding 

dispute resolution process in the event the parties were not able to agree on new, realistic, and 

16 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper "Novak workpapers.xlsx," Tab "Contract OTP v Customer 
OTP." 
17 Met1ics au<l M iuimum Slau<lar<ls for Iulercily Passeuger Rail Ser vice, 85 Fed. Reg. 72,971 , 
72,979 (Nov. 16, 2020). 
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achievable schedules.18  Amtrak and Union Pacific have yet to find common ground on modifying 

the Sunset Limited’s schedules to be certified under the Customer OTP metric. 

II. Amtrak Has Not Cooperated With Union Pacific’s Overall Efforts To Align Sunset 
Limited Schedules With Customer OTP. 

Union Pacific’s efforts to align Sunset Limited schedules with Customer OTP have been 

unsuccessful because Amtrak refuses to consider extending the current schedules.  Union Pacific 

believes the schedules must be extended to align Sunset Limited schedules with Customer OTP 

and therefore has disputed these schedules, which remain uncertified. 

One notable example of the need to modify Sunset Limited schedules involves the 

interchange of Train 1 at Iowa Jct. between Union Pacific and BNSF.  As shown below in Figure 1, 

Train 1 is currently scheduled to arrive at Iowa Jct. at 2:22 p.m. at the conclusion of BNSF’s 

segment as the host carrier.  However, for the start of Union Pacific’s portion as the host carrier, 

Train 1 is scheduled to depart Iowa Jct. at 1:43 p.m., travel 13.6 miles, and arrive in Lake Charles 

at 1:53 p.m.   

 
18 See id. at 72,978–79.  
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Figure 1 
Sunset Limited Train 1 Schedule (excerpt)19 

 
 

This schedule is not a problem for Union Pacific under Contract OTP because Union Pacific’s on-

time performance at stations after Iowa Jct. is based on the time Union Pacific actually receives 

the train at Iowa Jct., not the time Train 1 is scheduled to arrive at Iowa Jct.20  BNSF hosts Train 1 

east of Iowa Jct.  Iowa Jct. is Train 1’s contractual origin on Union Pacific, and its contractual 

departure time is 1:43 p.m.  Train 1’s first checkpoint is at San Antonio, where the contractual 

arrival time is 12:05 a.m.  If BNSF delivers Train 1 to Iowa Jct. at 2:22 p.m., rather than 1:43 p.m., 

the 39-minute difference is added to the arrival time at San Antonio in evaluating Union Pacific’s 

performance under Contract OTP, as explained above.  Even if BNSF delivers Train 1 substantially 

 
19 Current schedules for Sunset Limited Trains 1 and 2 are provided as Union Pacific Reply 
Exhibit B. 
20 The schedule was designed this way so that if Train 1 arrives early at Iowa Jct., it does not 
consume scarce track capacity at Iowa Jct. or Lake Charles while waiting for its departure time at 
Lake Charles. 
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late, Union Pacific can still provide on-time service under Contract OTP because Contract OTP 

measures Union Pacific’s performance, not the performance of other carriers or non-host railroad 

delays. 

By contrast, under the Customer OTP metric, the current schedule sets up a cascade of 

failures for on-time performance measurements if westbound Train 1 is substantially late at Iowa 

Jct.  Even if BNSF delivers Train 1 “on time” at 2:22 p.m., the current schedule will cause the train 

to be “late” at Lake Charles:  under Customer OTP, Train 1 is “late” if it does not arrive at Lake 

Charles by 2:08 p.m.  If Train 1 takes the scheduled amount of time to travel between stations and 

station dwell is as shown in the schedule, it will be “late” at all subsequent stations according to 

Customer OTP.   

Sunset Limited schedules also have a broader alignment problem: they do not sufficiently 

account for variability of freight railroad operations, Amtrak operations, or other events when 

measuring on-time performance using Customer OTP.  Schedules designed to comply with 

Customer OTP generally need to be longer than existing schedules to account for the probability 

of delays (all delays, including those attributable to Amtrak, third parties, and natural forces) 

between each station pair rather than contractually designated checkpoints, particularly for long-

distance routes.21  As explained above, unlike Customer OTP, Contract OTP is not calculated using 

train arrival times at each station on a route, but rather using arrival times at agreed-upon 

checkpoints.  In the Operating Agreement, the checkpoint arrival times were constructed to include 

“recovery time”—that is, time to help the train recover from delays encountered en route.  

Achieving Customer OTP requires more recovery time than achieving Contract OTP, because 

 
21 In addition, Union Pacific likely would not agree to be contractually bound to such schedules 
without ensuring they were extended enough to account for the type of delays caused by Amtrak, 
third-parties, and other host railroads that are currently excluded in determining Contract OTP. 
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schedules need to include sufficient recovery time at each station to account for the fact that 

expected delays could arise between any adjacent stations, rather than recovery time that can be 

used flexibly prior to the checkpoints.22  The following, highly simplified, example helps illustrate 

the need for additional recovery time: 

On a single-track route composed of four stations, A, B, C, and D, 
with a siding between each pair of stations, two Amtrak trains 
operate in opposite directions and are scheduled to meet between B 
and C, causing a 5-minute delay to the train heading toward D 
(which always takes the siding). 

The meet and delay actually take place 1/3 of the time between A 
and B, 1/3 of the time between B and C, and 1/3 of the time between 
C and D.  

In this situation, if on-time performance is measured only at D, a schedule that includes 5 minutes 

of recovery time at D will accommodate the train meet, wherever it takes place.  However, if on-

time performance is measured at every station, the schedule must include 5 minutes of recovery 

time at B, C, and D—a total of 15 minutes—to account for the 2/3 of the time the meet does not 

take place as scheduled.  Simply reallocating the 5 minutes of recovery time previously assigned 

to D would not solve the scheduling problem.  To the contrary, dividing up the 5 minutes would 

ensure the train never arrives on time at all the stations. 

Amtrak’s statements in this proceeding show Amtrak does not understand the variability 

problem.  The Sunset Limited traverses some of most congested parts of the national rail network 

between Beaumont and Rosenberg, Texas, which hosts trains from three Class I freight carriers—

Union Pacific, BNSF, and CPKC—each of which operates their own trains over a substantial 

 
22 In addition, checkpoints are spaced farther apart than stations, so there are more opportunities 
for an Amtrak train to recover from delays arising from the natural variability of operations over 
the Sunset Limited Route and still reach the checkpoint on time.  The average distance between 
checkpoints is approximately 500 miles, while the average distance between stations is 
approximately 100 miles. 
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distance.  The Sunset Limited also travels through the congested Los Angeles Basin, past several 

Union Pacific yards and intermodal facilities, and through crowded terminals in San Antonio and 

El Paso, Texas.  As evidence for its claim that schedule extensions are unwarranted, Amtrak notes 

the Sunset Limited achieved Customer OTP on sixteen runs during the Complaint Period (from 

October 1, 2021, through September 30, 2022).23  However, during the same time period, there 

were 296 complete runs of the Sunset Limited.24 280 of the 296 runs, or 95% of all runs, did not 

achieve Customer OTP, so the existence of sixteen successful runs does not show Sunset Limited 

schedules allow Amtrak to consistently achieve Customer OTP.  Further, the difference between 

achieving Customer OTP and failing to achieve Customer OTP cannot be attributed to preference 

violations, even under Amtrak’s erroneous view that any freight train interference constitutes a 

preference violation.  As shown below in Figure 2, the sixteen successful Sunset Limited runs—

shown within the green box—each experienced 255 minutes or fewer of freight train interference.  

However, as also shown below in Figure 2, 160 of the 280 complete Sunset Limited runs—shown 

within the red box—did not achieve Customer OTP despite experiencing the same or fewer 

minutes of freight train interference than the sixteen successful runs.  In sum, minimizing freight 

train interference is not enough to ensure the Sunset Limited achieves Customer OTP. 

 
23 Amtrak Opening Statement (“Amtrak Op.”) at 109. 
24 During the Complaint Period, three Sunset Limited Train 1 runs were fully annulled (meaning a 
scheduled train did not operate) and six were partially annulled (meaning a scheduled train did not 
operate over its complete route between New Orleans and Los Angeles).  In the same period two 
Sunset Limited Train 2 runs were fully annulled, and seven were partially annulled. 
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Figure 2 
Frei2ht Train Interference and Customer OTP25 
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If Amtrak wants to ensme the Sunset Limited consistently achieves Customer OTP, it should work 

in good faith to negotiate an extension of the ctment schedules. 

Union Pacific is dedicated to ensming Amtrak trnins receive preference and hopes to work 

with Amtrak to develop schedules that am more realistic for Amtrak customers. While Customer 

OTP is weighted by the number of detraining passengers, the Sunset Limited schedules are not 

aligned to meet the an ival schedules of the high ridership stations (such as Beaumont, Houston, 

and El Paso, Texas, and Tucson and Maricopa, Arizona) versus low ridership stations (such 

Benson, Arizona, Lordsbmg, New Mexico, and Sanderson, Texas, each of which receives an 

average of two customer per day). 

In its Opening Statement, Amtrak claims Union Pacific has been unreasonable in schedule 

negotiations with Amtrak. I sb·ongly disagree with Amtrak's claims. 

25 See Union Pacific Reply Work.paper ''Novak workpapers.xlsx," Tab "FTI v Customer OTP." 
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First, Amtrak complains that Union Pacific previously approved the Sunset Limited 

schedules.26  As I explained above, Union Pacific approved the schedules as part of an Operating 

Agreement in which Union Pacific’s on-time performance is determined using Contract OTP.  The 

current schedules are not aligned with Customer OTP, and the FRA expected that the parties would 

negotiate achievable schedules.27  If Amtrak wants to consistently achieve Customer OTP, the 

Sunset Limited schedules must be extended.  Amtrak has not submitted a proposal that would 

extend the schedules since the FRA promulgated its Customer OTP metric. 

Second, Amtrak suggests Union Pacific has been unreasonable because “Amtrak and its 

host railroad partners have certified more than 95% of published train schedules,” and 

“[a]pproximately 85% of long-distance schedule segments have also been certified.”28  Amtrak 

neglects to mention that Union Pacific and Amtrak have already certified 98 out of 104 published 

train schedules involving Union Pacific, or 94% of published train schedules.  Union Pacific’s only 

uncertified schedules involve long-distance trains, including the Sunset Limited. 

Third, Amtrak says Union Pacific’s proposals for extending Amtrak’s schedules “would 

impede Amtrak’s ability to operate a trip-time competitive service (as mandated by Congress),” 

and “impede Amtrak’s ability to drive ridership and revenues.”29  However, Amtrak does not 

identify what it sees as its competitors or explain why the schedule extensions Union Pacific has 

proposed would meaningfully change the existing competitive balance.  Amtrak’s website states, 

 
26 See Amtrak Op. at 102. 
27 See Metrics and Minimum Standards for Intercity Passenger Rail Service, 85 Fed. Reg. 72,971, 
72,979 (Nov. 16, 2020) (FRA acknowledging that “[h]istorically, Amtrak’s published train 
schedules have not been designed with a customer OTP metric in mind,” and “generally agree[ing] 
. . . that Amtrak and the host railroads should align schedules with the customer OTP metric”). 
28 Amtrak Op. at 101. 
29 Id. at 102 (citing 49 U.S.C. § 24101(b)). 
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“When you travel on an Amtrak train, it’s about more than just getting from place to place.  It’s 

about a ride that’s a more enjoyable experience than other forms of transportation.  Take a look at 

the features and amenities that await onboard, then book a trip, relax and enjoy your journey.”30  

Amtrak certainly is not trip-time competitive with airline service.  A nonstop flight from New 

Orleans to Los Angeles takes approximately 4.5 hours.  And Amtrak does not appear to have 

considered whether more reliable, accurate schedules might attract more ridership even if the 

schedules are modestly extended. 

Finally, Amtrak says it previously agreed to add time to the schedule, “[b]ut that has done 

nothing to improve on-time performance for Amtrak passengers.”31  Amtrak’s argument again 

confuses Contract OTP and Customer OTP.  As shown above, over the past 12 months, the Sunset 

Limited’s Contract OTP averaged well above 80%.  Amtrak’s history of schedule changes is 

actually instructive because it demonstrates that Union Pacific has no interest in making Amtrak’s 

schedules longer than necessary.  As Amtrak acknowledged earlier in this proceeding, Union 

Pacific agreed to reduce the Sunset Limited schedules in 2009 because trains were arriving early 

and dwelling on tracks Union Pacific also uses for freight service.32  Union Pacific has every 

interest in keeping Amtrak trains moving when they are on our network and thus shortening 

schedules if possible.  Amtrak’s history also shows the Sunset Limited schedules were longer 

between 2005 and 2009 than they are now.33  After the extensions Union Pacific proposes, which 

 
30 Amtrak, Onboard, https://www.amtrak.com/onboard. 
31 Amtrak Op. at 104. 
32 See Amtrak’s Response to the Board’s Interrogatories and Document Requirements; Appendix 
A – Part III (Dec. 5, 2023) at 9. 
33 See id. at 8.  In its submission to the Board, Amtrak miscalculated Sunset Limited Train 2’s total 
time between New Orleans and Los Angeles under the schedule in place from 2005 to 2009 
because it excluded the Amtrak-hosted segment between Southport Jct. and New Orleans.  The 
total time in the schedule was 2,850 minutes, not 2,805 minutes. 
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I discuss in more detail below, Sunset Limited Train 1’s schedule would be 26 minutes shorter than 

the schedule in place from 2005 to 2009, and Sunset Limited Train 2’s schedule would be 30 

minutes shorter than the schedule in place from 2005 to 2009. 

III. Union Pacific’s Schedule Proposals  

Union Pacific has been engaged in extensive and detailed discussions with Amtrak—in the 

form of in-person meetings, conference calls, and written correspondence—regarding proposed 

schedules.   

On April 9, 2021, Union Pacific sent an email to Amtrak seeking to extend the schedules 

for the Sunset Limited trains, proposing to extend Train 1’s schedule by 81 minutes, consisting of 

74 minutes of recovery time and seven minutes of pure run time, and to extend Train 2’s schedule 

by 79 minutes, consisting of 74 minutes of recovery time and five minutes of pure run time.34  On 

April 16, 2021, Union Pacific sent a letter to Amtrak initiating the non-binding dispute resolution 

process for disputing the Sunset Limited schedules for Trains 1 and 2.35  On May 12, 2021, Amtrak 

responded consenting to participate in non-binding dispute resolution.36  Union Pacific and Amtrak 

also exchanged multiple rounds of proposals and counterproposals throughout 2021 concerning 

how best to revise the Sunset Limited schedule to accord with the new Customer OTP metric.  

Union Pacific proposed specific changes on October 21, 2021, and November 11, 2021.37  Union 

Pacific and Amtrak actively negotiated the terms of mediation through September 2022, including 

exchanging numerous drafts of a mediation agreement and identifying a proposed mediator.  Union 

 
34 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “April 9, 2021 email.pdf” & “April 9 proposal.xlsx.” 
35 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “April 16, 2021 letter.pdf.” 
36 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “May 12, 2021 letter.pdf.” 
37 Union Pacific previously produced documents associated with these proposals to Board.  See 
Union Pacific Railroad Company’s Response to Appendix A, Part IV (filed Sept. 25, 2023) at 20; 
see also Amtrak Op. Exhibits 11, 11-1, 18, 18-1. 
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Pacific and Amtrak were unable to finalize the mediation agreement before Amtrak filed this 

proceeding in December 2022. 

During much of the time Union Pacific and Amtrak were exchanging proposals, Union 

Pacific’s overall performance for both passenger and freight trains was not meeting our 

expectations, and that poor performance affected our ability to provide on-time performance to 

Amtrak, as network congestion and crew shortages contributed to delays affecting the Sunset 

Limited.  In fact, during the period from October 1, 2021, through September 30, 2022, which 

Amtrak calls the Complaint Period, Union Pacific paid Amtrak { } in performance 

penalties associated with the Sunset Limited.38  Since that time, Union Pacific’s overall service has 

recovered.  Amtrak’s data show the recovery reduced delays to the Sunset Limited: according to 

Amtrak’s conductor delay data, comparing the Complaint Period with the twelve-month period 

from October 2023 through September 2024, delays attributed to freight train interference declined 

by approximately 40%, from 4,673 to 2,816, leading to an approximately 50% reduction in minutes 

of delay attributed to FTI, from 75,361 minutes to 37,968 minutes.39 

As Union Pacific’s service has been improving, we have been reevaluating what schedule 

modifications are needed to help Amtrak achieve Customer OTP for the Sunset Limited.  Union 

Pacific has determined it is necessary to redistribute recovery time and add 74 minutes to Train 1’s 

schedule and 80 minutes to Train 2’s schedule.  This is less time than Union Pacific was proposing 

in 2021 to add to the schedule for Train 1 and only one minute more for Train 2.   

Union Pacific’s specific proposals are outlined below by station, separately for Sunset 

Limited Train 1 and Train 2.  Copies of the current schedule skeletons with proposed changes 

 
38 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Novak workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Sunset Incentives & 
Penalties.” 
39 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Novak workpapers.xlsx,” Tab “Delay Comparison.” 
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highlighted are included in my workpapers.40  The new schedules would add 74 minutes to 

Train 1’s westbound schedule for a total schedule time of 2,869 minutes and would add and 80 

minutes to Train 2’s eastbound schedule for a total schedule time of 2,820 minutes.  As I noted 

above, both schedules would be shorter than the schedules that were in place from 2005 to 2009. 

Train 1 

Iowa Jct.  Union Pacific proposes to eliminate the negative 39-minute miscellaneous 

adjustment at Iowa Jct., Louisiana, as the average arrival time on Union Pacific-controlled trackage 

has been much later than the schedule’s 1:43 p.m. time.  Union Pacific proposes to shift some of 

this adjustment to later in the Route.  Union Pacific will continue to evaluate the average times of 

Train 1’s arrival at Iowa Jct. to determine whether re-establishment of some negative adjustment 

may be needed to avoid circumstances in which an early-arriving Train 1 holds at its passenger 

platform at Lake Charles, Louisiana, which is on the single-track main line, for an extended dwell 

before its scheduled departure. 

Lake Charles.  For similar reasons, Union Pacific proposes to eliminate the negative eight 

minutes of recovery time at Lake Charles, Louisiana, but will continue to evaluate the average 

time of Train 1’s arrival to prevent material disruption of freight operations at Lake Charles. 

Beaumont.  In light of the removal of the negative adjustment at Iowa Jct. and the negative 

recovery time at Lake Charles discussed above, Union Pacific proposes to eliminate four minutes 

of recovery time and sixteen minutes of miscellaneous adjustment and add a negative fifteen-

minute miscellaneous adjustment at Beaumont, Texas. 

 
40 See Union Pacific Reply Workpaper “Novak workpapers.xlsx,” Tabs “Train 1 MoWeSa” & 
“Train 2 SuWeFr.” 
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Houston.  In light of the adjustments discussed above, Union Pacific proposes to add a 

negative twelve-minute miscellaneous adjustment at Houston, Texas.  As a result of this change 

and prior changes, the Sunset Limited’s arrival and departure times at Houston would match the 

current schedule. 

Kirby.  Union Pacific proposes to eliminate two minutes of miscellaneous adjustment and 

add twelve minutes of dwell time at Kirby, Texas, for a total adjustment of ten minutes, which is 

necessary to reflect actual average time for fueling at this location. 

San Antonio.  Union Pacific proposes to eliminate four minutes of recovery time at San 

Antonio, Texas, reflecting, in part, the benefits of Union Pacific’s substantial investment in sidings 

on the Glidden Subdivision.  

Spofford.  Union Pacific proposes to add two minutes of pure run time at Spofford, Texas, 

because the schedule does not include sufficient pure run time between Hondo, Texas, and 

Spofford. 

Del Rio.  Union Pacific proposes to add eighteen minutes of recovery time at Del Rio, 

Texas.  Even with Union Pacific’s substantial capital spending to increase capacity, the San 

Antonio-Del Rio segment is a densely operated single-track line with limited sidings, which can 

lead to congestion and delays.  Heavy traffic moving to the Eagle Pass gateway also contributes to 

maintenance- and signal-related delays experienced on this segment. 

Langtry.  Union Pacific proposes to add one minute of pure run time at Langtry, Texas, 

because the schedule does not include sufficient pure run time between Del Rio, Texas, and 

Langtry. 

PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED
PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER



19 
 

Sanderson.  Union Pacific proposes adding two minutes of pure run time at Sanderson, 

Texas, because the schedule does not include sufficient pure run time between Langtry and 

Sanderson. 

Alpine.  Union Pacific proposes to add four minutes of dwell time at Alpine, Texas, because 

the schedule does not include sufficient dwell time at Alpine to account for the time Amtrak takes 

to complete a crew change, including PTC-related delays. 

El Paso.  Union Pacific proposes to add 31 minutes of recovery time at El Paso, Texas.  El 

Paso’s scheduled recovery time is low in relation to its ridership and therefore its weighting 

contributes more to the overall performance under the Customer OTP metric.  In addition, the 

Sierra Blanca-El Paso segment does not have sufficient recovery time to account for delays relating 

to single track in a high-volume segment as well as congestion in the terminal area. 

Santa Teresa Fuel Tracks.  Union Pacific proposes to add five minutes of dwell time at 

the Santa Teresa Fuel Tracks in New Mexico to ensure there is sufficient time in the schedule to 

reflect the actual average time for fueling at this location. 

Deming.  Union Pacific proposes to eliminate two minutes of recovery time at Deming. 

Thermal.  Union Pacific proposes to add three minutes of recovery time at Thermal, 

California, because the schedule does not include sufficient recovery time at Thermal to account 

for delays in this area relating to congestion on single-track segments. 

Ontario.  The schedule does not include sufficient recovery time at Ontario, California, to 

account for congestion in the terminal area near West Colton, California, so Union Pacific proposes 

to add three minutes of recovery time at Ontario.  The schedule also does not include sufficient 

pure run time between Palm Springs, California, and Ontario, so Union Pacific proposes to add 

one minute of pure run time at Ontario. 
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Train 2 

Cactus.  The schedule does not include sufficient pure run time between Iris and Cactus, 

California, so Union Pacific proposes to add one minute of pure run time at Cactus. 

Yuma.  The schedule does not include sufficient recovery time at Yuma, Arizona, to account 

for delays in this area relating to congestion on single-track segments and congestion in the 

terminal area, so Union Pacific proposes to add five minutes of recovery time at Yuma.  The 

schedule also does not include sufficient pure run time between Cactus and Yuma, so Union Pacific 

proposes to add one minute of pure run time at Yuma. 

Maricopa to Deming.  The scheduled recovery time between Maricopa, Arizona, and 

Deming, New Mexico, needs to be increased and redistributed to address operational conditions 

and provide for on-time performance as measured using Customer OTP.  Union Pacific proposes 

to add six minutes of recovery time at Maricopa, eliminate nine minutes of recovery time at 

Tucson, Arizona, add eleven minutes of recovery time at Benson, Arizona, add four minutes of 

recovery time at Lordsburg, New Mexico, and add three minutes of recovery time at Deming.   

Santa Teresa Fuel Tracks.  Union Pacific proposes to add five minutes of dwell time at 

the Santa Teresa Fuel Tracks in New Mexico to ensure there is sufficient time in the schedule to 

reflect the actual average time for fueling at this location. 

Alpine.  The schedule does not include sufficient dwell time at Alpine, Texas, to account 

for the time Amtrak takes to complete a crew change, including PTC-related delays, so Union 

Pacific proposes to add four minutes of dwell time at Alpine. 

Langtry.  The schedule does not include sufficient pure run time between Sanderson and 

Langtry, Texas, so Union Pacific proposes to add one minute of pure run time at Langtry. 
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Del Rio.  The schedule does not include sufficient pure run time between Langtry and Del 

Rio, Texas, so Union Pacific proposes to add one minute of pure run time at Del Rio. 

San Antonio.  The San Antonio-Del Rio segment is a densely operated single-track line 

with limited sidings and terminals, which can lead to congestion and delays.  Therefore, Union 

Pacific proposes to add fourteen minutes of recovery time at San Antonio, Texas. 

Kirby.  Union Pacific proposes to increase dwell time at Kirby, Texas by twelve minutes to 

reflect the time required to fuel Amtrak trains at Kirby. 

Kingsbury.  Union Pacific proposes to eliminate two minutes of miscellaneous adjustment 

at Kingsbury, Texas, because Union Pacific has invested substantially and added and lengthened 

sidings on the Glidden Subdivision to allow some of this time to be redistributed elsewhere.  

Beaumont.  The schedule does not include sufficient recovery time at Beaumont, Texas, to 

reflect the amount of time required to move over this congested portion of Union Pacific’s network, 

even with the advantages of directional running.  Therefore, Union Pacific proposes adding 25 

minutes of recovery time at Beaumont. 

IV. Sunset Limited Schedules Remain Disputed  

Union Pacific wishes to reach agreement on the Sunset Limited schedules to facilitate 

Amtrak’s achievement of Customer OTP.  If both parties approach the scheduling issue 

cooperatively and with a willingness to consider all factors, we can reach agreement and provide 

the public with reliable schedules.  
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VERIFICATION 

I, Katherine N. Novak, declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and 

correct.  Further, I certify that I am qualified and authorized to file this reply verified statement. 

Executed on December 23, 2024. 

      /s/ Katherine N. Novak  
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NATl01lAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORAllON 
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I 
60 Ma~si,chuse11s Avenue, NE, Washin~ton, DC 20002 

AMTRAK ·~r 
March 16, 2007 • 

. Mulligan 
NRPC ()per ions Officer 
Union Pac· re Railroad Company 
1400 Do glas Street - Mail Stop 1180 
Omah , NE 68179 

Enclosed are two originals of the amendment to our Operating Agreement which 
amends the Minutes of Slow Orders by Route, Section 4.2, Article VI, and 
Section 8.8. Kindly have both originals executed for UP and return one original 
to me. 

Sincerely, /[/ _ 

40.1/~ 
G. A. Reinoehl 
Senior Director Contract Management 

Enclosures 

kxf:/:,urea It RE1vRAJ£0 

/f e12,e w, 1'!-f. 
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Amendment Number·_ 
to 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION 

AND 
UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY 

January 1, 2000 

This Amendment Number_/_, dated a~ of /lp1UL ~ ;/t>o7 , ("Amendment") 
amends the January 1, 2000 Agreement Betiieen National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation ("Amtrak") and the Union Pacific Railroad Company {"UP") 
("Agreement''). 

WHEREAS, Amtrak and UP desire to make certain changes to the Agreement. 

NOW THEREFORE, intending to be legally bound, and in consideration of the 
terms hereof, Amtrak and UP agree as follows: 

1. Appendix I, Table B, titled "Minutes of Slow Orders by Route ln Effect 
on January 11 2000," of the Agreement is deleted in its entirety and replaced with 
Attachment 1 to this Amendment. 

2. The first paragraph, and the first senten~e of the second paragraph, of 
Section 4.2 of the Agreement are deleted in their entirety and replaced with the 
following: • 

"For routes over which Amtrak provides Intercity Rall Passenger Service; 
Appendix J sets forth (l) the Base Timetable Speeds on UP Rail Lines on the 
Effective Date (Table A} (the "Base Timetable Speeds") and (ii) the Maximum 
Minutes of Slow Order Delays p~rmitted for Amtrak Trains on UP Rail Lines 
{Table B) (the "Slow Order Base"). 

UP's compliance with the Slow Order Base will be determined by comparing the· 
Maximum Minutes of Slow Order Delays Permitted for Amtrak Trains in Table B 
to the monthly actual average minutes of slow order delays per trip for all Amtrak 
Train trips operated on each route, as calcu_lated using Amtrak's Conductor 
Delay Reports." 

1 
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. 3. Sections 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 of the Agreement are qeleted in their entirety 
and replaced with the following: 

"Section 6.1 Binding Arbitration 

Except as specifically provided 10 the contraiy In Section 5.1 G of this 
Agreement, any dispute, claim, or controversy bet:vveen the parties hereto 
relating to the interpretation, application, or implementation of this Agreement 
shall be submitted to binding arbitration in accordance with the provisions of the 
National Railroad Passenger 9orporation Arbitration Agreement, dated April 16, 

.1971, among Amtrak and certain other railroads. The parties hereby agree to be· 
bound by the provisions_ of such Arbitration Agreement." 

4. Section 8.8 of the Agreement is deleted in its entirety and replaced with 
the following: 

usection 8.8 Term:. Early Termination by UP. 

This Agreement shall become effective on the Effective Date and remain 1n effect 
through January 31, 2013, after which time ft will continue in effect until 
terminated by either party on not less than one {1) years' prior written notice to 
the other (which termination notice may be given so as to be effective on or after 
Fe.bruary 1, 2013); provided, however, that (i) at any time following Januaiy 31, 
2012, either party may seek a redetermination of. compensation pursuant to 
Section 5.1, and (ii) UP. shall have the right to terminate this Agreement at any 
time during Its term . in the event that legislation is enacted that terminates 
Amtrak's existence or fundamenta!ly changes Amtrak in a manner that has or will 
have a material adverse impact on UP's rights and obligations under this 
Agreement" 

5. Terms used in this Amendment shall have the meaning attributed to 
them in the Agreement. All provisions of the Agreement shall remain in effect 

. excepUo the extent that they may conflict with the provisions hereof, in which 
event the provisions of this Amendment shall control. 

2 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Amtrak and UP have caused this Amendment to be 
executed by their duly authorized representatives as of the date first above 
written. 

RO{'~SENGER CO~PORATION 

~,;x//--
By_-=4'-+-------------
NANIE: /j'~ Y ft/: Mt-t-,~Mf 

TITLE; ~J)~M~ 

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY 

By ;(/~ 
NAME: ·~ Dv.ffy 
TITLE: f;xGc~T/'JE Vi'cG PREs1vEAJ,-

3 

APPROVED AST? ~M: 

BY: L/J~~ 
unscl or National Railroad 

Passenger Corporalion 
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FULLY EXECUTED COPY 

AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN 

NATIPNAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION 

AND 

'UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY 

JANUARY 1, 2000 
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THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into as of January 1, 2000, by and 
between National Railroad Passenger Corporation, a corporation organized under the Rail 
Passenger Service Act, now codified at 49 United States Code §24101, et. seq. (the "Act''), 
and the laws of the District of Columbia, having offices at 60 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E., 
Washington, DC 20002 (''.Amtrak"), and Union Pacific Railroad Company, a Delaware 
corporation, having offices at 1416 Dodge Street, Omaha, NE 68179 ("UP"). 

WHEREAS, Missouri Pacific Railroad Company and Union Pacific Railroad 
Company, a utah corporation ("UP-Utah"), each 01'.ltered into agreements with Amtrak 
dated April 16, 1971, as amended (respectively, the "MP Basic Agreement" and the "UP 
Basic • Agreement", and hereinafter referred to collectively as· the "UP/MP Basic 
Agreements") with respect to the provision of services and facilities for Intercity Rail 
Passenger Service; 

WHEREAS, Amtrak and Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Company{"MKT") 
entered into an agreement dated September 2, 1975, as amended (the "1975 MKT 
Agreement") for the operation of Amtrak Trains on the rail lines of MKT; 

- . . 

WHEREAS, effective December 22, 1982, Union Pacific Corporation 
("UPC"), corporate parent of UP-Utah, acquired control of MP and, as a result, UP-Utah 
and MP came under common control; 

WHEREAS, effective August 12, 1988, MKT was acquired by MP, and MKT 
was on December 1, 1989 merged with and into MP, with MP the survivor; 

WHEREAS, subsequent to the merger of MKT with and into MP, Amtrak , on 
the one hand, and UP-Utah and MP, on the other hand, determined to and did in fact (i) 
terminate the 1975 MKT Agreement and include the operations of Amtrak Trains on MKT 
rail lines under a single agreement and (ii) simplify administration of the UP Basic 
Agreement and the MP Basic Agreement by superseding completely the UP/MP Basic 
Agreements and the 1975 MKT Agreement and by incorporati!lg into a single agreement 
dated March 1, 1990, as amended, named the "Third Amendment Agreement", the 
applicable provisions of the UP/MP Basic Agreements and the· 1975 MKT Agreement with 
respect to the services and the use of facilities provided to Amtrak by UP-Utah and MP; 

WHEREAS, Southern Pacific Transportation Company ("SPT'') entered into 
an agreement with Amtrak dated April 16, 1971, as amended (the "SPT Basic Agreement") 
with respect to the provision of services and facilities for Intercity Rail Passenger Service; 
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WHEREAS, The Denver and Rib Grande Western Railroad Company 
("DRGW") entered into an agreement with Amtrak dated March 16, 1983 (the "DRGW 
Basic Agreement"), with respect to the provision of services and facilities for Intercity Rail 
Pa·ssenger Service; 

WHEREAS, SPCSL Corporation ("SPCSL'') entered into an agreement with 
Amtrak dated November 8, 1989 (the "SPCSL Basic Agreement") (the SPT Basic 
Agreement, the DRGW Basic Agreement and the SPCSL Basic Agreement are hereinafter 
referred to as the "Southern Pacific Agreements"), with respect to the provision of services 
and facilities for Intercity Rail Passenger Service; 

WHEREAS, effective January 1, 1997, MP was merged with and into UP-
Utah, with UP-Utah the survivor; • 

WHEREAS, effective June 30, 1997, DRGW and SPCSL were each'merged 
with and into UP-Utah, _with UP-Utah the survivor; 

WHEREAS, effective February 1, 1998, UP-Utah was merged with and into 
SPT, with SPT the survivor but renamed "Union Pacific Railroad Company" ("UP"); 

WHEREAS, Amtrak and UP have agreed to completely restate and 
incorporate into one document the Third Amendment Agreement and the Southern Pacific 
Agreements to provide for continuing Amtrak operations on UP's Rail Lines for a period of 
at least five (5) years following the Effective Date subject to (i) redetermination of 
compensation pursuant to Section 5.1 at arw time following the third anniversary of the 
Effective Date, and (ii) early termination by UP pursuant to Section 8.8, and have also 
agreed to terminate all other agreements between Amtrak and UP in effect as of the 
Effective Date, except for those agreements listed in Appendix VIII. 

NOW THEREFORE, the parties agree that the Third Amendment 
Agreement, the Southern Pacific Agreements and all other agreements in effect between 
Amtrak and UP as of the Effective Date, other than those listed in Appendix VIII, are 

• hereby. terminated,· supereeded in their entirety· an cf r~placed by this Agreement as follows: 

For purposes of this Agreement: 

ARTICLE I 
DEFINITIONS 

"Intercity Rail Passenger Service11 shall ·mean all rail passenger service over the lines of UP 
other than commuter service in and between metropolitan and suburban areas, usually 
characterized by reduced fare, multiple-ride and commutation tickets, and by morning and 
evening peak period operations. 

2 
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"Intercity Rail Passenger Trains" shall mean all trains operated by Amtrak in Intercity Rail 
·\ Passenger Service (hereinafter sometimes referred to as "Amtrak Trains"). 

"Rail Lines" shall mean UP's rights of way and properties appurtenant thereto that are 
necessary to operate Amtrak's Intercity Rail Passenger Service thereover, together with 
the roadway structures, signal systems, and other facilities thereof or appurten·ant thereto 
used in connection with the actual operation of Amtrak Trains and all of UP's rights to use 
such properties of others, subject to the terms of any applicable UP agreements for the use 
of such property of others. 

"Effective Date" shallmean January 1, 2000. 

Section 3.1 Right to Services. 

ARTICLE II 
[Reserved] 

ARTICLE Ill 
THE SERVICES 

A. Generally. Subject to and in accordance with the terms and conditions of this 
Agreement, UP shall provide Amtrak with the use of facilities and the services requested 
by Amtrak for or in connection with the operation of Amtrak's Intercity Rall Passenger 
Service, incfuding the carrying of mail and express on Intercity Rail Passenger Trains to 
the extent authorized by the Act. Tbe mutes, schedules and consit';l:3 of A.m!rak Tl13ins. shall 
be compatible with the existing phy?ical capabilities of UP.i'Th,~tRi"rti~s:~hc3Jj.JJ~tJht9ir best· 
effqrts tg ~99p.erat~ io,rnpoJfying.QR~r~tiQg practic:es in ways that will permit operation of 
Amfral?Trains contain1nij.up to thirty (30) cars on a~ rnuch of the Rail Lines of UP on which 
Amtrc:tkJrc1in? are operated as possible without having an unreasonable adverse impact 
6h'tJP''rallroaa"operations .. UP will consider operation of Amtrak Trains that contain more 
than thirty (30) cars on a case-by-case basis. 

B. Service as of Effective Date. Except as provided for in Section 3.2, this 
Agreement shall not cover the operation of regularly scheduled Amtrak Trains (either 
additional regularly scheduled frequencies on existing routes or the operation of regularly 
scheduled trains ori new routes) other than Amtrak Trains which were in operation on the 
Effective Date; provided, however, ·1hatAmtrak shall have the right to modify operations, 
including the scheduled stops of Amtrak Trains in operation on the Effective Date.if such 
modification 9oes not significantly interfere with UP freight service. 

C, Amtrak Special Trains. Subject to and in accordance with (i) the terms and 
conditions of this Agreement, including, without limitation, Section 3.3, and (ii) UP's 
consent, which shall not be unreasonably withheld, Amtrak shall have the right to operate 
Amtrak Special Trains (where the term "Amtrak Special Trains" shall mean Amtrak Trains 
that are operated on an occasional rather than regularly scheduled basis, Q.,_Q., seasonal 
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Amtrak Trains) from time to time. Rates to be paid UP for Amtrak Special Trains operated 
pursuant to this Section 3.1 C are set forth in Appendix IV. 

D. UP Passenger Trains. UP shall have the right, without limitation, to operate 
• revenue or non-revenue passenger traii1"s over UP Rail Lines and connecting ·rail lines for 
business and excursion purposes as long as they do not constitute regularly scheduled 
Intercity Rail Passenger Service operating over a route on which Amtrak then operates 

. schedul.ed Intercity Rail Passenger Service. • 

E. Emergency Services. Amtrak shall have the right to request and, subject to and 
in accordance with the terms ahd conditions of this Agreement, UP hereby agrees to 
provide, emergency services over the Rail Lines of UP or over the rail lines of another 
railroad, subject. to the terms of any applicable UP agreements for the use of such 
property, required as a result of Rail Lines of UP or rail lines of another railroad used in the 
operation of Amtrak Trains becoming impassable, unsafe, or impractical for use by Amtrak 
Trains due to emergency conditions and other short term disruptions, st_Jch as rail or bridge 
replacements. Amtrak may request the operation of emergency-services orally; however, 
any such request shall be made as far in advance as possible, and shall be confirmed in 
writing within twenty-foar (24) hours after communication to UP. The emergency services 
requested shall be compatible with the physical and financial limitations of UP, and shall 
give due regard to UP's speed, weight, and other operating restrictions and rules and 
safety standards. • 

When said emergency services are provided on rail lines of another railroad, Amtrak 
shall indemnify and save UP harmless, irrespective of any negligence or fault of UP, its 
employees, agents, or servants or howsoever the same shall occur or be caused, from any 
and all liability for injury to or death of any person or persons, other than employees of UP, 
and from any and all liabflity for loss, damage, or destruction to any properties, which arise 
from the provision of said emergency services. UP agrees to use its best efforts to provide 
emergency services requested under this Agreement in an expeditious and efficient 
manner. In the event of detours over rail lines of other railroads of Amtrak Trains ordinarily 
operated over Rail Lines of UP, UP will be reimbursed by Amtrak for all UP's additional 
~o~ts resulting from the detours. 

In the event an Amtrak Train ordinarily operated over rail lines of other railroads is 
detoured over Rail Lines of UP, UP will (except as may otherwise be provided in other 
provisions of this Agreement) be reimbursed by Amtrak for all of UP's additional costs 
resulting from the detour, including without limitation, the cost of pilots, materials and 
supplies, repairs to detoured trains, track maintenance as specified in Item 9 of 
Appendix IV, and the long haul rate for Other Train Costs as specified in Item 19 of 
Appendix IV. Amtrak shall not be obligated to pay UP any additional amqunt for use of its 
Rail Lines in connection with such detours. UP shall not bill other railroads for any costs 
or charges in connection with such detours. Employees of other railr.oads who operate 
trains on behalf of Amtrak over the Rail Lines of UP shall, while on such Rail Lines, be 
deemed employees of Amtrak far purposes of Section 7.2A hereof. 
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Section 3.2 Additional Service on UP Rail Lines. 

• • In the event Amtrak wishes -to (i) operate additional frequencies of Amtrak Trains 
(including a change of frequency or modification of routes of existing frequencies) on 
routes it currently operates over, or (ii) operate Amtrak Trains on new routes over UP Rail 
Lines, it shall make a written request therefor to UP a reasonable amount of time In 
advance of the .commencement date of the pm posed operation. If UP consents to the 
proposed operation, it will promptly so notify Amtrak. If UP does not consent to the 
proposec;I. operation, it .will pro.mptly s9 notify Amtrak and- the parties shall promptly 
thereafter undertake a joint evaluation of the proposed ope~tion which shall consider UP's 
speed, weight, and o"ther operating restrictions, avoidance of interference wijh UP freight· 
service, and the Importance of reliable on~time operation of Amtrak Train~. 

On the basis. of their joint evaluation, If the parties agree that the proposed 
operation can be conducted without significantly interfering with UP freight service, the 
proposed operation wlll be initiated promptly and UP will receive the· compensation 
specified in Appendix IV and the incentives specified in Appendix V or, if it replaces 
Appendix V by ~utual a_greement of the ~arties as provided below, Appendix VI. • 

If the parties, on the basis of their joint evaluation, agree that Amtrak's proposed 
operation Is not possible without significantly interfering with UP freight service, the parties 
will attempt to agree upon ([) modifications of the _proposed operation, (ff) improvements 
to UP Rall Lines that will facilitate the proposed operation, and/or (Ill) other provisions that 
will ensure that UP freight service is not significantly burdened by the presence of the new 
Amtrak service pursuant to the proposed operation. 

In any case where UP does not agree to the proposed operation and where the 
parties have not within thirty (30) days of its notice fo Amtrak to that effect agreed upon the 
impact of the proposed operation or upon proposed provisions to make its impact 
acceptable to UP, it shall be deemed that the parties have failed to agree upon the 
proposed operation and Amtrak shall not be entitled tQ conduct the proposed operation 
pursuant to this Agreement 

It is understood by the pijrtles that, from time to time during the term of this 
Agreement, Amtrak and various state and/or local agencies, on the one hand, and UP, on 
the other hand, will agree to the operation of passenger trains on Rall Lines of UP under , 
various terms and conditions, some of which may be Inconsistent with the provisions of this 
Agreement. It is agreed that the· relationship between Amtrak and UP as _to such trains will 
be set forth in attachments to Appendix IX to this Agreement executed by Amtrak and UP 
which will be attached to and are by this ref ere nee Incorporated into this Agreement. Any 
passenger train(s) operating unoer an· attachment to Appendix IX shall be considered an 
Amtrak Train for all purposes_ hereunder except to the extent expressly pi:ovided to the 
contrary 1n any such attachment to Appendix IX. The first such attachment to Appendfx 
IX Is attached hereto as Appendix IX, Attachment A Subsequent attachments to Appendix 
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IX will be in a fonn substantially similar to Appendix IX; Attachment A. 

Section 3.3 Provision of Services. 

UP further agrees to provide all necessary labor', materials and equipment and to 
. furnish those facilities and Rail Lines necessary to perform the services to be provided 

under Sections 3.1 and 3.2 (except as the same are provided by Amtrak), but shall not, 
except as otheiwise provideq in this Agreement or upon agreement with Amtrak, Qf;l 

required to purchase, construct, rebuild or replace Rail Lines, locomotives, cars, rolling 
stock or ancillary facOities (as defined In Section 3.8). • 

UP shall provide services hereunder in an economic and efficient manner and shall 
make ~very reasonable effort: 

1. To deliver Amtrak Trains to all scheduled passenger stops on u_p by the 
scheduled time therefor; • 

2. To avoid excessive delays to Amtrak Trains and, consistent with safety, to 
make up delays incurred on Rall Lines of UP or on rail lines of other 
ral.lroads; and 

3. To service, Inspect, and. perfonn repairs as necessary to permit an Amtrak 
locomotive or a passenger car In the consist of an Amtrak Train to complete 
a trip over the Rail Lines of UP. 

UP shall cooperate in good faith with Amtrak in providing service which will 
-contribute to the success of Amtrak's Intercity Rail Passenger Service. Amtrak shall 
cooperate in good faith with UP. 

Section 3.4 Coordination with Rehabilitation. 

Upon request of UP, the parties shall confer in an effort to agree upon temporary 
modifications in the schedules of Amtrak Trains to minimize interference with (i) the 
performance of maintenance, repair and rehabilitation on and to the Rail Lines, and (ii) 
construction, maintenance and repair of highways, utility lines aAd/or other facilities when 
such activity is ordered or is being performed in conjunction with a governmental body, 
public utility commission or similar entity. 

6 



PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER

PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED 

Section 3.5 No Violation of Labor Agreements. 

Reply Exhibit A 
Page 15 o(95 

Each party agrees that it will not require the performance of services hereunder by 
the· other in a manner which would cause the other to violate the terms of or incur 
penalties, unless reimbursed by the party requiring such performance of services, in 
connection with any then current labor agreements between that other party and any 
organization representing any of its employees,: Neither party, however, shall be liable to 
the other party for any claims and/or costs resulting from such violation(s} unless advance 
written notice is first given to establish that such work action(s) would be in violation of the 
other party's collective bargaining agreements. 

Section 3.6 fReservedJ . . 

Section 3.7 UP Control and Supervision. 

In the performance of seIVices referred to in this Agreement, UP shall have sole 
control of the operation of Intercity Rail Passenger Trains while on the Rail Lines. Al! 
personnel rendering any services which involve responsibility for UP's operating facilities 
or for the handling or movement of any Intercity Rail Passenger Train shall be subject to 
the direction, supervision and control of UP, and such services performed by or for Amtrak 
shall be governed by and subject to all then-current operating and safety rules, orders, 
procedures and standards of UP with respect thereto. 

UP may, for cause, require that any person performing services pursuant to this 
Agreement be prohibited or removed from performance of such services, subject to the 
requirement that UP shall support any action defending such prohibition or removal and 
bear any claims (other than from proceedings conducted pursuant to 49 CFR part 240} 
growing out of ariy action determined to be improper by a labor board. 
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UP shall retain and not voluntarily dispose of or abandon its Rall Lines used in the· 
operation of regularly scheduled Amtrak Trains, as defined in Amtrak's public timetables, 
without Amtrak's prior written approval, which shall not unreasonably be withheld, for as 
long as such use contjnues or for the term of this Agreement, whichever period is the 
shorter, provided that seasonal changes or suspensions of service for a period of 180 
consecutive days or less shall not be deemed discontinuance of use. Nothing herein shall 
prevent UP from modrfying, changing, or relocating any facility or any segment of its tracks, 
provided that with respect to tracks covered by this paragraph, the continuity of the tracks 
is retained. This Agreement does not change the ·obligations of the parties pursuant to 
Section 406 of the Act (codified at 49 U.S.C. 24309), 

Section 4.2 Maintenance of Rail Lines and Passenger Train Schedules. 

Appendix 1 sets forth: (i) the timetable speeds of UP Rail Lines over which Amtrak 
P,_rovid~s ln,tercity Rail Passenger Service on ihe Effective Date (the "Base Timetable 
Sp:e'~cls"): :;arid (ii) by route, the actual minutes of slow orders In effect on UP Rail Lines 
qy,~f.Wblqh.Amnak:provides Intercity Rail Passenger Service on the Effective Date (the 
u$fow't)rcler''f~ase"). . 

Jhr9_ygho\J! trie .term of this Agreement, UP shall maintain its Rail Lines In a manner 
th?tWi1C(srie~$~ fueJ~_ase Timetable Speeds and the Slow 6raer Base by route on UP Rall 
Li'l!3.S Q\'er which Amtrak provides Intercity Rail Passenger Service on the Eff ectlve Date 
as ·specified ln Appendix I. For purposes of this Section 4.2 UP's DeSoto Subdivision shall 
be excluded from the Base Timetable Speeds and the Slow Order Base. The parties may 
mutually agree In wrtting to adjustments up or down In the Base Timetable Speeds and/or 
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Slow Order Base and corresponding upward or downward adjustments of the 
compensation to be paid by Amtrak to UP under this Agreement. Notwithstanding anything 
to the contrary in this Agreement, except as otherwise mutually agreed to PY the parties 
in ·writing or pursuant to Section 4.3 below, UP shall have no obligation to raise or to 
maintain any of its Rail Lines to a level above the level established by Federal Railroad 
Administration ("FRA") Class 4. 

·Amtrak and UP agree that there is an incremental increase in the cost of main­
taining-Rail Lines of UP which results from the operation of Amtrak Trains (such costs 
hereafter referred to as "incremental maintenance costs"). -Amtrak and UP .further agree 
that such incremental maintenance costs are distinct from (and do not include any) costs 
which may be involved In maintaining UP's Rall Lines in a_ manner that will achieve the 
Base Timetable Speeds and the Slow Order Base by route as specified in Appendix L UP 
agr¢~s that it js ob!ig~ted so lon·g . as this Agreement is in effect to bear without 
~ic!iajbursement the entire cost (except for incremental maintenance costs) of maintaining 
_i!~ 1'c:1,i! l,..ines used by Amtrak In a manner that wlll achieve the Base Timetable Speeds and 
the Slow Order Base by route as specified in Appendix L Amtrak agrees to the inclusion 
of reimbursement for the Incremental maintenance costs caused by the operatron of 
Amtrak Trains In any compensation arrangement between Amtrak and UP, whether 
negotiated by the parties or established by a third party pursuant to Section 5.1 of this 
Agreement.-

Amtrak agrees to reimburse UP for any increased costs UP ·Incurs to maintain ~. 
speeds due to a change in an applicable -FRA regulatio[! that affects passenger train 
operations differently than freight operations. For example, if FRA changes curve elevation 
requirements for various track speeds which lower the permissible passenger train speed 
for existing elevation, UP may reduce the s·peed as required without penalty under this 
Agreement, and, if Amtrak desired to maintain the previous higher speed, Amtrak would 
pay for the necessary elevation adjustments. 

UP shall permit Amtrak Trqins to operate on UP Rail Lines at the maximum speeds 
authorized by law, and shall cooperate with Amtrak in obtaining any required governmental 
approval for speed increases, including supporting necessary petitions to permit operation 
at Increased speeds through curves. 

Section 4.3 Additional Maintenance and Improvements. 

Upon the reque~t of Amtrak, UP shall as promptly as feasible modify Its Rail Lines 
maintenance, at the sole expense of Amtrak for any addltional cost to the extent such 
additional cost Is not reimbursed under Appencix IV, so as to Increase passenger train 
speed limits on any part of its Rall Lines to the level specified in such request. 
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Amtrak shall have the right (I) at its sole expense, to the extent that the cost thereof 

is not reimbursed under Appendix IV, to require UP to improve its Rail Lines identified in 

such request, or (ii) subject to mutually satisfactory arrangements, to Improve the Rail 

Lines of UP; provided that any such impro~ement shalrnot unduly interfere with or unduJy 

limit UP's other rail operations, that any such requested improvement shall be made as 

promptly as feasible, and that any increase in maintenance cost occasioned by such 

improvement shall be paid by Amtrak to the extent that such increased cost is not 

reimbursed under Appendix IV. • 

ARTICLEV 
ACCOUNTS AND PAYMENTS 

Section 5.1 Basis of Payment. • 

A. Generally. As full and complete compensation for the services and activities 

performed and the facilities and equipment made available to Amtrak under this 

Agreement, and for UP's provision of management and corporate resources necessary to 

enable UP to provide the services, activities, and facilities specified in an efficient and 

timely manner, Amtrak will pay UP amounts s~t forth or calculated in accordance with this 

Subsection A.and withSubsectlons B, C, D and E, below, and ot_heradjustments provided 

• In Subsection F, below. Appendices IV and V (or Appendix VI if it replaces Appendix V by . 

mutual agreement of the parties as providecl below) which provide detail on the payments 

to be made, shall be amendeq as appropriate to reflect changes in the payments to be 

made pursuant to this Section 5.1. In addition, line item costs established in the 

Appendices may be modified pursuant to mutual agreement of the parties to reflect 

changes in UP's provision of services to Amtrak. - • 

If non-routine services, which are not otherwise covered by this Agreement, are 

rendered for Amtrak by UP, with prior approval by Amtrak, Amtrak will pay UP th1;1 actual 

incremental costs incurred by UP In performing such services. Incremental cost for non­

routine services (I} shal! include material; wages, .and applicable· ·up published wage . 

additives for vacation pay, holiday pay, health and welfare benefits, railroad (etlrement, • 

unemployment insurance, supplemental sickness, supplemental annuities, disability 

insurance, and funded pensions and UP contributions to the employee 401 K plan, and 

(ii} may also Include wages for supervisory personnel for the period they are exclusively 

involved in supervising an Amtrak project and small tools, supplies and equipment rental 

as may be required by the project. Amtrak's Authorization Notice Procedures sh9ll be 

utilized for the approval and billing authorization of these costs, and billings for such costs 

shall be subject to audit by Amtrak. 

B. Initial Service. With respect to the operation of Amtrak Trains by UP hereunder, 

and the services and facilities initially provided by UP in connection therewith, Amtrak sliall 

pay UP the amounts specified in Appendix IV, subject to adjustment as provided at 

Section 5.1F below. 
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C. Modified or Additional _Service. With respect to any modified pr additional .. _. 
service which does not significantly interfere with other UP operations and which is 
requested by Amtrak to be provided by UP pursuant to Section 3.2, in connection with the 
filing of a request for such modified or additional service, Amtrak will specify proposed 
payments corresponding to those in Subsections 8 and_ D of this Section 5.1 for such 
service. Such proposed payments shall be calculated using the methodology employed 
in calculating the costs in Appendix IV and shall be designed to provide UP with payment 
as nearly as possible on the same basis as for comparable services being rendered at that 
time, taking Into account, however, ·any differences in routes, schedules, consists and any 
other relevant differences. Also, Amtrak shall specify proposed performance standards 
and payments consistent with those in Subseclion D b_elow in connection ~ith the oper~tion 
of such servfce. 

In the event UP considers that the method of payment proposed by Amtrak-pursuant 
to this subsection differs in any significant degree· from the basis of payment used for the 
initial service operated·by UP as provided in Subset-;:tlons Band D, Amtrak and UP shall 
attempt to negotiate a mutually agreeable basis of payment for such modified or additional 
service. In the event that such negotiations··are unsuccessful, u"P and Amtrak shail, at the 
request of either party, jointly initiate arbitration pursuant to Article VI of this Agreement for 

• an order prescribing the payment to be made for the modified services on the same basis 
as payments were e$tablished pursuant to Subsections· B and D; Such order shall l;>e 
retroactive to the date of the modified or additional service. During the pendency of any 
such proceeding, UP shall provide the services requested by Amtrak under the terms of 
this Agreement and Amtrak shall pay UP ~he amount prop.9sed by Amtrak or an interim 
amount set by the arbitration panel as provided herein. Effective on the date ihe modified 
or add{tional services were initiated, the parties agree to adjust the applicable Appendix or 
Appendices (and any interim payments) ·to the final compensation determination as 
established by the arbitration panel. • 

D, Performance Payments. In addition.to payments otheiwise to be made to UP 
under this_ Section, UP. shall·receive additional payments for performance.as set forth· iR. 

AppE;:indix V or: if it replaces Appendix V as provided in this Section 5.1 D, in Appendix VI. 
The parties agree that they shall test the'applicatlon and effect of the Implementation of 
Appendix VI on such corridors and routes as they shall mutually agree upon in writing from 
time to time. By mutual written agreement of the parties, Appendix V may be replaced by 
Appendix VI. Appendix V shall remain in effect unless and until the parties agree in writing 
that it shall be replaced .by Appendix VI. 

E. Operation of Express Cars. With respect to the operation of express cars !n 
Amtrak Trains, and the services and facilities provided by UP in connection therewith, 
Amtrak shall pay UP the amounts specified in Item 9 of Appendix IV. 

F. Payment Adjustment. The amount of payments st~ted to be payable by Amtrak 
• under Subsections B and E of this Section 5.1, and the amounts which become effective 
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for payment under Subsection C of this Section 5.1, shall be subject to further adjustments 
as follows: -

1. For the purpose of keeping the cost provisions current with the UP1s labor, 
fringe benefit, and material costs, the fixed payments specified in Appendix 
IV shall be adjusted in accordance with the provisions for price level 
adjustments set f(?rth in Appendix Ill. -

2. The bcisls or the amounts of payment shall be appropriately and timely 
adjusted whenever. 

(a) 
{b)_ 

UP terminates or does not perform any service or activity; or 
The provision of any setvice, activity, or facility hereunder, is changed 
in accordance with this Agreement. • 

3. Amtrak may notify UP that it no longer deskes \,JP to perform or furnish 
specific s'ervices, actiVitie~. or facilities for which-Amtrak compensates UP, 
and UP shall cease to perform or provide the_ same within thirty _(30) days· 
following its receipt of such notice or .such other date as may be mutually 
~greed upon by the parties (the "Service/Facility Termination Date"). Such 
notice shall include a schedule of the setvfces, activities, or facilities to be 
terminated, and, upon the Service/Facility Termination-Date, Amtr.ak shall no 
longer be required to make payment to UP with respect tt:iereto. Amtrak 
agrees, however,.to reimburse UP the avoidable costs specified in-Appendix 
IV and the necessary cost of removing facilitie~ installed at Amt~k's request 
which are incurred as a consequence of-UP's orderly termination of such 
services,· activities, or facilities Irrespective of the date incurred. 

4. If Amtrak and UP are unable to resolJe any dispute regardin'g the amount of 
any change In the basis of payment which may be made pursuant to 
paragraphs 1 through 3 of this Sub~ectfon F, Amtrak and UP shall, at the 
request of. ~ither party, make joint application .for arbitration pursuant to 
Article VI ofthls Agreement to establish the amount or basis of payment 
consistent with such paragraphs. Such order shall be effective on the date. 
agreed by the parties or (in the absence of such agreement) upon the date 

. set by the arbitration award. During the pendency of any such proceedings, 
·-··up shall provide the services requested by Amtrak under the terms of this 

Agreement and.Amtrak shall pay UP the amount due for services provided 
by UP pursuant to the terms of this Agreement and not ,requested to be 
terminated fn accordance with paragraph 3, above, or shall for additional 
services requested pay the amount proposed by Amtrak or· an interim 
amount set by the arbitration panel. The parties agree to adjust any interim 
payments to the final compensation determir:iatlon as established by 
arbitration. 
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G. Redetermination of Compensation. The for~going shall be the basis for. 
compensation for the services and activities performed and the facilities and equipment 
provided to Amtrak by UP hereunder from the Effective Date until the parties have reached 

• a new agreement with respect to compensation or until the Surface Transportation Board • 
or any successor (hereinafter referred to as "STB"} has issued .any service order pursuant 
to a Joint appllcation of the parties as hereinafter provided. At any time three (3) years after 
the Effective Date, Amtrak or UP may notify the other that it wishes to negotiate as to a 
redetermination of the amount or method of computing the amount of payment for any 
service or activity performed or facility provided by UP hereunder. In such event, the other 
party s~all promptly negotiate ~th respect to stjch a redetermination. 

If, within ninety (90) days after the date of su·ch notice, Amtrak and UP are unable 
to agree as to a new amount or basis of compensation, Amtrak and UP shall, at the 

• request of either, Jolntly make application to the STB under 49 U.S.C. 24308(a), formerly 
Section 402(a) of .the Act, for an order for the provision of such services and such use of 
the facilities of UP by Amtrak as are provided for here[n on such terms ·~nd for such 
compensation as the STB by order may fix as just and reasonable: Until a new basis of 
compensation Is established, Amtrak shall continue to make periodic payments to UP in 
the manner and amount.provided in this Agreement; provided, however, that for any period 
after the Issuance of an initial seNice order pursuant to the filing of a joint application 
hereunder, compensation shall be that which Is established by the STB. • 

H. Trackage Agreements. To the extent possible, UP shall not bill any .other 
railroad in connection with the operation of Amtrak Trains by UP or such other railroad. In 
the event that charges payable by or to UP under existing Joint trackage agreements are 
affected by operation of Amtrak Trains by UP, UP shall credit to Amtrak the entire amount 
of increased payments received from another railroad (or reduced payments to another 
railroad) as a result of Amtrak operations, and Amtrak ~hall pay to UP any increase In the 
amount.of payments UP is required to make to ano.ther railroad (or reduced payments 1b 
UP) pursuant to such agreements as a result of Amtrak operations; provided, however, that 
~he amount of any payments for lncr~mentai track maintenance payable pursuant to 
Appendix IV of this Agreement with respect to trackage or facilities also covered by this 
subsection shall first be offset against any amounts determined to be payable .by Amtrak 
pursuant to this subsection. ' 

Section 5.2 Bll!lng and Payment. 

A. BIiiing: Payment of Monthly Bi!ling. 
- UP shall submit a Statement of Charges to Amtra , calculated in .accqrdance with 
the provisions of Section 5.1, for such month and any adjustments covering prior periods. 
The Statement of Charges shall be submitted In a form reasonably requested by Amtrak. 
No billing for payment under thfs Agreement shall be made by either part' to the other 

more than three (3) years following the date a service was performed or ~n expense 
incurred. If any revisions In .the forms and methods of bi!!fng significantly change the 
amount of work required by UP in connection with billing Amtrak, the parties will negotiate 
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NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION 

60 IAassachusetls Avenue, NE, Washington, DC 20002 

May 19, 2010 

Mr. Jeffrey S. Meyer 
NRPC Operations Officer 
Union Pacific Railroad Company 
850 Jones Street 
Omaha, NE 68102 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

This letter amends the January 1, 2000 Agreement Between National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation (Amtrak) and the Union Pacific Railroad Company (UP) as follows: 

Section 5.2.A Billing; Payment of Monthly Billing is amended to read: 

AIV\TRAK 

"Following the conclusion of each calendar month, UP shall submit a Statement of Charges to Amtrak, 
calculated in accordance with the provisions of Section 5.1, for such month and any adjustments covering prior 
periods. The Statement of Charges shall be submitted in a form reasonably requested by Amtrak. No billing for 
payment under this Agreement shall be made by either party to the other more than three (3) years following the 
date a service was performed or an expense incurred. If any revisions in the forms and methods of billing 
significantly change the amount of work required by UP in connection with billing Amtrak, the parties will 
negotiate a new basis of compensation for such activity. Within thirty (30) days after receipt of such Statement, 
Amtrak shall pay UP the net amount due UP in accordance with Section 5.1. Amtrak shall mail its payment 
checks or, at UP's election, wire transfer payment. " 

This amendment will be effective June 1, 2010. 

Please signify your agreement by signing below and returning an original of this letter. 

Date: 5 / c>t./ /to 
I 

cc: Marie Koerner 
Paul Vilter 

NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION 

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY 

BY ?t.;~ 
Jeffrey~ NRPC Operations Officer 

Niecie Patterson 
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i •. 
a new basis of compensation for such activity. Within fifteen ( 15) days after receipt of such 
Statement, Amtrak shall pay UP the net amount due UP in accordance with Section 5.1. ,, 
Amtrak shall mall its payment checks or, at UP's election, wire transfer payment. 

8. Right of Review and Audit. Any payment by one party to the other hereunder 
. or settlement between Amtrak and up· shall be subject to audit of one party by the other, 
. including eva·luation of operations, performance, and costs. The scope of such.audit and • 
evaluation shall be both financial and operational, and may include in the case of an audit 
of UP by Amtrak, in addition to costs and wages reimbursed by Amtrak, UP's controls, 
practices, and procedures and their effect upon the efficiency and quality of performance 
provided by UP. No audit exceptions shall b~ presented later than three (3) years from the 
date of the associated billing. To the extent necessary to adequately permit evaluation and 
verification by one party of tli_e other party's complia_nce with the terms and conditions of 
this Agreement, throughout the term of this Agreement and for a period of three (3) years 
following the final payment made by either party to the other hereunder, on reasonable 
notice during normal business hours, each_party and/or Its representatives shall be given 
reasonable access to the other party's records for inspection and/or copying and to its 

• ~acillties and appropriate persoimel. 

Amtrak or its designated agents shall have the right U.Pon reasonable conditions and 
notice to examine the tracks used in performing Intercity Rail Passenger Service for 
_Amtrak. UP shall furnish, when reasonably requested by Amtrak, existing· information 
pertaining to the condition of the tracks of UP for rail passenger transportation use, which 
information shall set forth the speed and load capacity of each line segment of the tracks, 

· the condition and c~paclty of stations and terminals·(including any contractual limitations 
governing UP's use of such stations and terminals), the availability and. capacity of 
maintenance facilities, and current maintenance procedures. • • 

C. Records·. Both parties shall maintain supporting accounting, operating, and 
machc!nical department records and any othec related data which may reasonably concern 
the.:perfonnance of services for Amtrak· pursuant to this Agreement, and such supporting 
documents shall be available. for review and audit at points where· such records are 
ordinarily kept. Where pertinent,. such records shall Include the d~signated train number 
and/or locomotive number, and shall be maintained and accumulated on a location-by­
location basis. • Such records shall be retafned not less than thirty-six (36) months and shall 
be available for inspection and copying during the regular husiness hours of the l9cation 
where the record is retained. Specification of such mifllmum retention period shall n<;>t limit • 
the right of review and audit of any records tl)at exist. Each party shall cooperate with the 

• other in such document inspection, review and copying, inc:ludlng, Without lirnitatlon, 
providing suitable workspace and access to appropriate personnel. 

-D. Audit Adjustments. In the event either party believes it has made a payment 
which exceeds (or has received a payment which is less than) the amount required by the 
provisions of this Agreement or a settlement between the parties of a matter covered by 
this Agreement. such party shall submit its written claim for an audit adjustment (" Audit 
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Adjustment Claim") in reasonable detail {including the theory of and facts supporting the 
Audit Adjustment Claim} to the other party. An undisputed Aµdit Adjustment Claim shall 
be paid promptly by the appropriate party. In the event that an Audit Adjustment Claim is 
disputed, the parties shall meet to discuss the matter within sixty (60) days-following the 
date of its submission. If such meeting fails to resolve the di~agreement, the party that 
received the Audit Adjustment Claim shall within thirty ·(30) days following such meeting 
provide to the other party a written statement of its position on the Audit Adjustment Claim 
(including the theory of and facts supporting its disagreement). Any Audit Adjustment 
Claim which· is unresolved ninety (90) days after having been submitted· shall, at the 
request of either party, be submitted to _arbitration for resolution in accordance with 
Article VI. If it Is established by agreement or arbitration that an overpayment or 
underpayment has occurred, the amount of such excess or shortfall shall bear monthly 
compound interest at the Wall Street Joumnl's prime rate, which is the bnse rate on 
corporate loans posted by at least 75% of the nation's largest banks, from the date(s) ·on 
which the.AuditAdjustment Clalrrtwas submitted until the date the appropriate adjustment 
is made. 

Notwithstandwlg anything to the . contrary herein, the parties agree that no 
adjustment or billings may be made by either party for amounts due Qr paid prior to the 
following dates: January 1, 1998 as fo the DRGW Basic Agreement and the SPCSL Basic 
Agreement; January 1,.1997 as to the SPT Basic Agreement (excluding incentives); and 
April 1, 1995 as to the Third Amendment .l\greement. 

E. Revision of Flat Rates. If the amount of compensation specified In Appendix IV 
for a flat rated item varies clearly and_ substantially from the actual, avoidable costs 
incurred by UP in connection with such item, and if the flat rate Is inaccurate because of 
the existence ·of a mat~rfal mistake.of fact, the compensation with respect to such item 
shall be changed prospectively (from the date upon which notice of discovery of such 
mistake is given) in order that It will reasonably reflect the avoidable·costs incurred by UP 
which are covered by that item: For purposes of this provision, a material mistake of fact 

• has occurred when there has been significant factual understanding which was incorrect 
and (i) was relied upon. by both parties witho.ut knowledge of its error, or (ii) was relied upon 
by o_ne party, where thatp~rty could not reasonably have known that it was Incorrect, while 
the other party either knew it was Incorrect or failed to take reasonable steps to determine 
its accuracy. For purpose of this provision; a variance between actual, avoidable costs and 
the agreed upon flat rate amount for that ite·m which is less than 20% (unless such 
variance exceeds $25,000 per calendar year for the item) will normally be deemed not to 
be substantial. • 

16 
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Except as specifically provided to the contrary in S~ctlon 5.1 G of this Agreement, 
any dispute, claim, or controversy between the parties hereto relating to the interpretation, 
application, or implementation of this Agreement shall be submitted to binding arbitration 
as set forth in this Article VI. The party wishing to initiate c1rbitration shall notify the other 
in writing of its desire to submit the matter .to arbitration. Such notice shall contain a 
statement of the issues and shall designate one arbitrator. · Within twenty (20) days of such 
notice, the other party shall respond in writing by designating a second arbitrator, Within 
twenty (20) days of designation of the second arbitrator, the two arbitrators designated as 
aforesaid shall appoint a third arbitrator to serve as chairman, If the two arbitrators so 
designated fail to appoint a third arbitrator-within the time provided herein, the Initiating 
party may request the Chief Judge of the United States District Court for the District of 
Columbia to appoint a third arbitrator. • 

Section 6.2 Arbitration Proceedings. 

The Issues in dispute shall be resolved on the basis of written submissions unless 
either party requests, or the arbitrators .decide to hold,_an oral' hearing, in which case both 
parties shall be given reasonable notice of the time and p!ace of such hearing. Every 
reasonable effort shall be made to obtain the prompt resolution of disputes which are 
submitted to arbitration pursuant to this Agreement. The parties fl;lrther speclfically agree 
that neither party shall be entitled to delay the arbitration process significantly by insisting 
on the application_ of extensive procedural steps or other actions which cannot clearly be 
expected to improve the ability of the arbitrators to render a reasonable and fair decision. 
The arbitrators, or a majority of them, shall promptly render their decision and award In 
writing to the parties. Any arbitration award rendered hereunder shall be final and binding 
upon the parties. Judgment upon any such arbitration award may be entered in any United 
States District Court having jurisdiction over the parties. 

17 



PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER

-PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED 

Section 6.3 Costs. 

Reply Exhibit A 
Page 27 of95 

Each party shall bear its own costs and expenses of arbitration, including the fees 
and ·any expenses of the arbitrator designated by it. The fees and expenses of the 

. chairman and any other remaining expenses of the arbitration shall be borne equally by the 
parties. 

Section 7.1 {Reserved]. 

ARTICLE VII 
.GENERAL 
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Amtrak shall cause its Insurance carriers to add UP as an additional insured on all 
general liability policies covering Amtrak's operations on UP Rail Lines. Amtrak will also 
require that UP be added as an additional insured with Amtrak with respect to operations 
by any third party utilizing Amtrak services provided over UP Rail Lines if Amtrak requires 
that insurance be provided for it-by such third party. 

Section 7.4 Amtrak Operations Officer. 

With the prior approval of Amtrak, UP shall appoint an individual to be Amtrak 
Operatio1s Officer and shall so notify Amtrak. The Amtrak Operations Officer shall have 
the responsibility for administering this Agreement and the performance by UP of its 
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obltgations under this Agreement. This position also wlll ensure that any issues that may 
arise under this Agreemeritwill be communicated to upper levels of UP management in 
order to improve the service and to minimize dispute::; between the parties. The Amtrak 
Operations Officer will (i) serve as a liaison between the companies and (ii) be available 
to meet Amtrak representatives upon reasonable notice and.at reasonable times. The 
Amtrak Operations Officer shall report directly to UP's Genera! Manager- Joint Facilities • 

• & Passenger Operations or other comparable position. Should the Amtrak Operations 
. Officer fail to act In· a manner that is designed to enhance the business relationship 
between the parties, Amtrak may request that UP replace the Amtrak Operations Officer, 
which reques! will not be unreasonably denied .. 

22 



Reply Exhibit A 
Page 32 of 95PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED

PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER

Section 8.1 Force Majeure. 

ARTICLE VIII 
MISCELLANEOUS 

• The obligations of the parties hereunder, other than payment; shall be subject to 
force majeure {which shall include strikes, riot~. floods, accidents; Acts of God, and other 
causes or circumstances beyond the reasonable coritrol of the party claiming such force 
majeure as an excuse for nonperformance), but only as l~:mg as, and to the extent that, 
such force majeure shall p~vent perforinan?e of such obligations. 

Section 8.2 Successors and Assigns_, 

The rights and obligations pursuant to this Agreement shall not be assign_ed, in 
whole or in part, by either party without the prior approval of the other party. 

Section_ 8.3 Interpretation. 

The Article and Section headlngs:herein_ and ·the Table of Contents are for 
cqnvenience only and shall not affect the construction hereof. This Agreement shall be 
construed In accordance with and governed by the laws of the District of Columbi_a. All 
· appendices attached hereto are integral parts of_ this...Agreement and the provisions s·et 
forth In the appendices shall bind the parties hereto to the same extent as If such 
provisions had been set forth in their entirety in the main body of this Agreement. Nothing 
expressed or implied herein shall give or be construed to give to any person, firm or 
corporation other than Amtrak or UP any legal or equitable right, remedy or claim under or 
in respect of this Agreement. Neither this Agreement nor any of the terms hereof may be 
terminated, amended, supplemented, waived or ~-□dified orally, but only by an instrument 
in writing signed by Amtrak and UP, unless a provision hereof expressly permits either of 
said parties to effect termination, amendment, .supplementation, waiver or modification 
hereunder, in which event such action shall be·taken in-accordance with the terms of.such 
provision. 

Section 8.4 Severabllity. 

If any part of this Ag'reement ls determined to be Invalid, illegal or unenforceable, 
such determination shall not affect the validity, legality, or enforceability of any other part 
of this Agreement, and the remaining parts of this Agreement-shall be enforced as if such 
invalid, illegal, or unenforceable part were not contained herein. • • 

Section 8.5 Notices. 

Any request, demand, authorization, direction, notice, consent, waiver, or other 
document provided for or permitted by this Agreement to be made upon, given or furnished 
to, or filed with one party by the other· party, shall be in writing and shall be delivered by 
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hand or by deposit in the mails of the United States postage prepaid, if to Amtrak, in an 
envelope addressed as follows: 

National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
60 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E. 
Washington, DC 20002 
Attention: Senior Director, Contract Management 

and if to UP, in an envelope addressed as follows: 

Union P~cific Ra.ilroad Company 
1416 Dodge Street, Room 1200 • 
Omaha, NE 68T19 
Attention: Amtrak Operations Officer-

. Each party may change the address at which it shall. receive notification hereunder by 
notifying the other of such change. 

Section 8.6 Counterparts. 

This Agreement may be executed in any number of ~ounterparts, each of which 
shall be an original. • 

Section 8.7 Relationship ·of Parties. 

In rendering any service or !n furnishing ~my equipment, materials or supplies 
hereunder, UP ts acting sol!:;lly pursuant to th[s ,A.greement with Amtrak made pursuant to 
the Act and not in its capacity as a common carrier. 

Section 8.8 Term: Early Termination by UP. 

This Agreement shall become effective on the Effective Date and remain in effect 
for a. period of ~after,· ~t which time it . will cqntinue in effect until 
terminated by on~prior written notice to the other (which notice may be 
given sc as to be effective on the fifth anniversary of the Effective Date); provided, 
however, that (i) at any time following the third anniversary of the l;ffective Date either arr 
ma seek a redetermination of com ensation :.irsuant to Section 5.1 and 
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UP shall not discriminate against any employee or applicant for er:nployment . 
because of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. UP will take affirmative action to 
insure that applicants are employed, and that employees are treated during employment, 

. without regard to their race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. Such action shall 
include, but not be limited to, the following: employment, upgrading, demotion, or transfer, 
recruitment advertising, layoff or termination, rates of pay or other forms of compensation, 
and selectio.n for training, including apprenticeship. • 

Section 8.10 Office of Inspector General. 

Nothing in this Agreement is intendeu lo demyate any right, duty or obligation of the 
Office of Inspector General _under the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Amtrak and UP have caused this Agreement to 
be_ duly executed by their respective office~ thereunto duly authorized. 

NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION 

fORM _AfPRCVEDI 

!)at$(1'-~i 
Sig. '&. ~. 

LAW f 
.- .DlPARH'.E ·.T 

-;y: ~ ' ' ·~ 

NAME: • L.<.9- \.J--:. • ~"'-(lo c.~ 

TITLE: \j \ Qo. f N_f·,.$,Q~~S::'R (2. Au;; .. .i-

ACIFIC RAl,r COMP.A.NY. 

NAME: J. rt. Koch 

TITLE: Vi ce President Field Operations 
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The remainder of this Appendix I, Table A Is not numerically numbered. To 

.. ... . . . . differentiate the pages,-they are lettered ~ through ooo beginning with the following •• • • ••• 

page. 
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AVONDALE SUBDIVISION (472) t/Of.f,srq)J ,➔Rc1l=1.-r:'fl-/ 17 

Ra<fo Display: 
Wes! B11dge Jct. 10 BNSF COM. • 

4040 
MIio Rulo CP WEST EAST Sia, Siding 
Post 6.3 /l's ~ STATIONS ..... /l's Feel 

10.S '11. \VEST 8RIOOE ,ICT. ,~qv ABS (4.1) ._ 
14.6 l.015 CPlOIS X 

.__ (0.3) 
14.9 81/SF CONII. 

(4.4) 

Sl-01 MAIN TRACK AUTHORITY /!r.lU;.o. 
Yard Limits eot~on HP 10.s and HP 14 ,9 , r, §,06• 9 

Sl-02 MAXIMUM SPEED TABLE 

··~}r;Jf;!IJ~' 
Maximum Spood 

Between Hile Posts 
10 , 5 and 14.9 PSOR FRT 
(Except as Delow)••• • ••••••·••• ·••X 10,5 and 12, 6 .. .... . ... ........ .. 

Sl-03 OTHER SPEED RESTRICTIONS 
Maximum Spood MPH 

1. Thru Sidings "Turnouts ( tlo £xoeptlons.) 

~- bual Control sw.ltoh :rurnouts (tlo £xoeptlons.) 
I 

3, Hioo. Spead Reotriotions (Ho Exceptions . ) 

Sl-04 MAIN TRACK DESIGNATIONS· Nono. 

Sl-05 MILE POST EQUATIONS· Nono. 

Sl-06 OTC BLOCK LIMITS· Nono. 

Sl-07 ITEM 13 TRAIN DEFECT DETECTORS· Nono. 

Sl-08 RULES ITEMS 
Rulo 1,14 crews operating from HP 14.9 (Avondale) to Lafayette are undo•· tho supervision of Burlington llorthern Senta Fe Railway Texas Division, BIISF Timetable and SpeoiAl Instruc tion&, Genorai Code of Operating Ruloe. 
Rulo 8,3 110 normal postion for main track switches between HP 10,5 ftnd HP 14,9, 

Sl-09 FAA EXCEPTED TRACKS 
Avondale Yard (Old SP Yord)t 
servicing tracks. 

Rip tracks1 Engine 

Old Algiers Hein, Peters Road Lead. 
Sl-10 BUSINESS TRACKS• Nono. 

Sl-11 INDUSTRIAL LEADS• Nono, 

Sl•12 TONNAGE RESTRICTIONS• Nono. 

.. .. . ... . .. . . .. . .. ·· • . . . ... . ... . .. 

... . .. ... .... . .. . . . . . . · ··• .. . . 

Sl•13 TRAIN MAKE-UP RESTRICTIONS 
Operation Over Mississippi River 11ridge1 

over the flississippi Riva,· llridgo maximum trailing tonnago is restricted as follows, A, Behind a car equipped with a standard coupler .. 9,000 tons. 
B, Behind road engine or a car equipped with a high strongth coupler - 10 ,800 tons . Nhen a train or cut of cars exceeds roaximu,o trailing tonnage, a helper engine must be used , Helper engine must not oxceed 6,000 horsepower, When calculating total horsepower, DROW unito 5341 through 5413 are to be considered ao having 3,500 horsepower . 
Road engine m11st not exceed 24 axles of powor and 24 axles of dynamic braking. If it is necessary to isolate l ocomotive( s) to meet rooximu,o power requirements, the t onnage of the isolated locomotives muet be added to the trailing tonnage, 
When train or cut of cars exceed 5,000 tone, acceleration "'ust bo kept low, not t o exceed 5 HPH while any portion of train is asconding the bridgo. 
When using dynamic brakes , before entering or leaving turnout or crossover on descending grade, dynaroic braking mus t be reduced to one-half of the maximum amperes, 500 feet before engine reaches and 1500 feet after paooing through turnout or crossover, and if necessary, autornatie brokes applied sufficiently so that speed of 15 flPH or allow~ble speed will not be exceeded until engine movement is clear of turnout or crossover. 

S1•14 MISC. INSTRUCTIONS 
Oporationa on entire Subdivision governed by inetructions from t he Yardmaster at Avondale Yard, Trains end engines will contact Avondale Yardmaster before entering or departing Avondale Yard Limits, 
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8 

, ..... Rulo CP ( 6.3 #'8 

205.2 ere L(,60 

1--
207.1 

209.0 OTC 
ASS 

·216.6 YL 
ASS -218.8 

,_ 
220.9 

- 2212 

-222.8 

224.0 Dre 
ASS 

230.7 ere 

,_ 
251.4 

-259.3 

1--
260.5 -271.7 

( -' 

278.1 ere 
21.IT -279.2 ---280.1 

293.7 ere 

-m .8 

· - .. 
3072 

._ 
318.3 

--327.6 

,_ 
328.0 -339.8 -347.3 

._ 
349.9 

-. 353.0 
.. . " 

h ... . .. . 

LAFAYETTE SUBDIVISION (595) f.lou5TolJ ~ -r.r. -#1 
Radio Display: 

Iowa Jct. to Dawe• •9696 

WEST EAST Sto. Siding .. STATIONS .. #'s Feel 

lr:J,'IA.x:r. 
(1.9) 

EASTIO'/IA 
(1,9) 

\'IEST'IJIIA 
(7,6) 

LAKE CHARLES YAAD BTY 1UOO 
(1.2) 

LAKE CHARLES y e 720 
(1,1) 

C,&,LCASIEU RIVER 06 MY 
(0.3) 

(X)XCS(A) y 

(1.61 

(X)XCS(A) V 
(1.2) 

l.OCKMOOR SIOING 1.5519 10500 
(6.7) 

81UMSTONE ' LSSOB 10!00 
(20.7) 

ECHO I 1.5487 1110900 
(7.9) S103)) 
(X)I.IP(A) 
(I.~ , 

Fm'CIS ! LS478 9SOO 
(If.I) 

eONNfil ! 1.5461 10500 
(S.3) 

Tr:JI/EA31 
(1.1) 

~'ECHES R1VER t:6 tMJ 
(I.I) 

BllSF CRDSSUIG (l,q 
(().9) 

BEAVMOIIT BT 8461 
(13.6) 

CIUV. I LS◄4 1 11300 
(8.11 

con o:i CAEEX LS435 
(7.◄) ... ... .. . 
OEVEAS I LS428 11100 
(11.1) 

A.\IES I LS416 10000 
~ .3) 

DAYTON JCT. 
(().◄) 

DAYTON I LS407 13000 
(1 1.6) 

CROSBY I LS395 14100 
(7,7) 

lt~TCHEAY I LS382 7<00 
(1.6) 

FAUNA I 1.5379 13500 
(3.1) 

OAl'/ES · 1.5376 
" .. . " ' ... " ... " 

(147.8) 

... .. . .. .. . . ·· · • " ... . 

S1·01 MAJN TRACK AUTHORITY 
CTC Between MP 205.2 and flP 209,01 

• MP 229,8 and HP 353.0. 
OTC Between MP 209.0 and MP 215. 31 MP 223 .0 and MP 229.8; 
Yard Lim.its Between HP 215.3 and flP 223 .0. 
ABB Between 11.P f09.0 and MP 229,8. 

S1·02 MAXIMUM SPEED TABLE 
Maximum Spood MPH 

Between Hile Poets 
205 . 2 and 353 . 0 PSOR PAT 
(&xcept as Below) .•. , .• ,........... 70 60 205.2 (X) .. . ........ . .... .... ., .. 45 45 
205,2 and 216,4 ........•.•• .• •••• 70 55 
2L6.4 and 217.S 
217,5 and 219.1 
219 ,l and 220,6 . 

40 40 
20 20 

... . , , , , •.•.. , ...• 40 40 

.-

• ••••• • • • • • • • • • •. . 25 . 25 _,.--· 2 {KcS 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • '• • • . 40 ~z~I. YUJ~), 

220.6 and 220.7 
220 ,7 and 222.8 
222.8 (KCS Xing) • •··· ··· ·· ···· ·· · 2525 \..__ 2.s-2s. 226.7 and 229. 0 .. . . ..... .•• , . , .. , 35+ 35+ 
241.5 and 242,0 40+ 40+ 
247,4 a'nd 255. 0 55 40 
255,0 and 259.3 35 35 
275.6 and 276,9 
276,9 and 278.0 
278 ,0 D .. , .... , ...... .. .. .. .. .,., 
278,0 a nd~ 277,3 . ....... ... , . . 

50 40 
20 20 i,SD, \: 
15 15 1,11, ~;-30 20 

282,4 a nd 301.3 65 ~ 50 ZJo, / -2J2. 'I= 308.5 and 319,9 
319,9 and 322.3 

65 50 lf0·~O 30 30 ' 
322 .3 nnd 327.6 
327.6 and 342.2 

60+ 40+ 
65 60 

342.2 and 343.5 55 40 
343.5 and 344 .2 30 JO 
344,2 and 345 .0 55 40 
352,7 and 353.0 50 50 

S1·03 OTHER SPEED RESTRICTIONS 
Maximum Spsod MPH 

1. Thru Sidings " 'J.'urnou~n -,. z_:; ;HPU Lake Charlee,11'.ockmoor, Brimstone,; 
Beaumont I C VU J/01,J, ,. A/0/:, • N • .,.,.,,w, • • • • • • 15 

2. Dual Control switch 1:Urnouts 1.680,, ....... . ,, •. , .. ,, • . ..• • •. , . • • • .• • 40 
... x~~!'•·~ . !>.~twel'.f! ~ . .2.80 •. L& !<5;~. HP .166.7 .... 20 .... . Xovers between KCS HP 766. 7 & l<CS HP 766.o .......................... . ....... 5 ,. J. Hiea. Speed Ree trio tione; A,lJ , l)/R(,j 'fo,-v,,;.•2-10.0 & KC5 /?1. Connecting Traok Iowa Jct to BllSP •• , •. • 20 f')f> 766,0 OrMge , Field tracks .. ................. 5 ;IS' /111>1\ Connell, Trinity Industries tracks, • .. • 5 

Track scale Chevron Plant (Orange) ••••• 5 
Orange, new lead in fie ld track, ••• • , • • 5 
Orange, City Lead Track .......... •.. ... 5 
Beaumont I Jill yard tracks,. , .. . , , .•• , , • 7 

Bx. Inside Trk. 338 & Outside Trk. 339 .... , ... , .. , .•.....•..•...•• , • . •. .. . 5 
House Traoks1 Tulane, AJ>ea,, ....•.•. ..• 5 
Lake Charles Vard, Trk. 601 & 602 ••• ••• 5 

S1·04 MAIN TRACK DESIGNATIONS f'RO/l\ PA(; I: ? ir,.,o· ruin •t~aoka botween ·eeaurnont (Langham Road) •• MP 282,4 3nd west end ·ueches !liver Bridge. 

Sl-05 MILE POST EQUATIONS· 
flP 277. 0 • KCS HP 764.9; 
MP 278.l• KCS IIP 766.0. '-------------------'· 

! 

+ 
I 
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: . . 

. •.· .-· , 

SH)2 - MXIHU/t srm mlt 
r,am P?.~is r:mrnt: mr: FRi 
278.i) :iHO 282. 4.. . .. .. • .. .. • 20 29 
327,6 Allb m.2 ............ b5 50 

ADD : 
221.2 Im CROSsrnG) ........ 25 25 
278.il ~110 279,3 ............ 20 20 
219.3 AllD 280, I .. : .. , • . ..... 3G 30 
2a0.I Al!D 282.4 ........... ; 40 4~ 
m.6 :mo m.1 ............ 65 61) 

/!ti~ j/011;/-,,1.J Art4, 1'1 # I 

F~Mf G. • o. fl/'/; Laol(uJlt fJlrri,,'Q,J 

ff{. ,z,()9 ·0,~ 

Sl-03 - OHEli SPEED ~ESiR!CTIONS - --- - -
DELETE: 
I, THRU SIDiliGS I. iURl/O'JTS 
LAXE CHAlitES; w:Kr.oo~. ~RHISTON[, 
BE.~UhONY .• , .......... , ... ...•• '' '"' ....... 15 

3. H[SC, SPEED RESTRICTIO~S 
COIIIIECTiSG TRt\CK IG~A JCT TO Bl/SF ....... 20 
CRAIIGE, nm TRACKS.. .................. 5 
co1mm, rnrnm rnousrms rnAc~s ...... 5 . 
iRAC.~ SC~LE Ci-lf.YROll PLAIIT 10.:~NCEl .• ••.. :-
ORiHIGE, liEll LEAD HI FIELD TRACL ........ 5 
ORA)I(;[, cnr U:A"D H:~CK ................. 5 
m~ttmH: i\LL YARD TSACiiS ...... . ........ 7 , 
EX. HISHlE mt:. 33$ h oursm ffiK. 

HOUSE mm: 1ULAliE, ~MES .... .......... 5 
LAX£ CHAliUS YARD: TRX. 601 r. 602 ....... 5 

AOll: 
I, IBRLI mrncs Al!II Ti!R;'<'OiliS .il?H 
LAKE f.HARUS,CG}WELL, liORTH ECHO, 
£:tAUKONf .• . .. , ... , •... , . , .. , . .... , .• , , , , . f 3 
BRrnmllE; LOC~HG:Jilt •... . , ......... , ..... 2~ 

3. ~;rsc. Sf'tED RESfRICTIOilS HPr: 
THRU CROSS\lVENS SEiUEEI! /If' 2$t.O 
{1ll!rKCS AA llf' 766.0. '. .................... 15 
.½Q!lllEtHJlG TR.~CX i:_Qij~ j_~uo -~l)~F " . !>.". Jj)_ 
C(Jll~ELL. TRrnm Hlt'USiRl:ES TRACKS...... 5 
TRACK SCALE CHEYROll FLMIT CGRAIIGEi ...... 5 
ORA):,~E, cm LEAD 1AACK.. ... .. .. .. .. .. .. 5 
HOUSE iRACK, 1llifS.. ... .. . .... .. . . .. .. • . . 5 

SHb - DTC 1'l.Ci'.i: LIHlTS 
DELETE f'ARi READING: 

.. .... -.. ----.................. -··-.... -.............................. -.... -.. -.. -.... --.. .... -.. --.. -.... -..... --........ -
Sl-0~ - Rl.lLES ITEMS 
ADD: 
O:CEPT!Oll TO R\li.E 6.~.2,A: THIS f;,i./i.E DOES l:Gi Af'r'!.Y ttT TP.£ EAST El!O OF 
LOCKMOGRE SIDING (EAST cmmouornn. mrnrn THE FOLLDUWG cmnms: • 

I; TRMN OR ENGrnE HAS TRACK i!HO T!Y:E Ill S!Dlllii A»D, 
2. iRAI/l OR rnGINE HM 'YES' Oil TH£ EAST mrnc s»ITCH. 

SI-I I • !!iOUSiRiAL lEl\llS 
ADD: 

SABrnE rnnumm LEAD: l!f' 29 .8 (SOUTH YARO t,~l!ftOlffi l::ASTW1i:D T/J (.f' 

i 
j. 

( 

(._ 
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32 
TERMINAL SUBDIVISION (605) f/011,rToAJ ~ 1-1-#1 Rad!o Display. 

Dawes to Chaney Jct .5959 

C Chaney Jct. To Wesl Jcl. •9696 
... .. .1 Rulo CP WEST EAST Sta. Siding Post 6,3 #'s ,,. STATIONS A #'s Feol 

353.0 CTC DAWES l.5376 2MT 
(2~ '---

~S2 MESA CROSSOVER ..__ 11.5) 
356.7 E. SETTEGAST JCT. (IRK 11 ..__ io.1) 
356.8 TOWER87 LS37J ._ (0.1) ()QH[8•• 
3SS.9 IV. SETTEGAST JCT. (IRK 1) ..__ I0.5) 
3.17.4 ENGLEWOOD BT l.5372 Y,id 

I- (1.0) 
SSS.4 TOWER68 l 

(0.4) ~ 

3S8.8 llOUSTOII RAl,'P 
(1.1) 

360.S CTC TOWEA20 T LSm ,.__ I0.5) ()QHWBM 361.0 KAADYST. 
YtJd - (1.4) 

362.4 t,, LESJCT. 
I0,4) I 

362.8 OT CIWIEYJCT. LS3&l 
I- (2.9) 

365.7 EUREKA T 8.l.0)1 re \ (4.2) 

BELLAJRE JCT. LTOOI (S.1) I---
375.0 WEST JCT. 

PSGR, MAIN 
WJ.5 CTC TOWER26 T l.536-9 0.0 21.tT (1).8) ()Qtt11B(l,n 

0.8 YL TOWER 108 
I0-6l 

1.4 OT HOUSTON y 
-· . .. (1.4) . ... · ·-· .... . . . ~ . .... . . .. ~ 

2.8 CHANEY JCT. LS36l 362.8 (2.9) 

(220) 

Sl•01 MAIN ffiACK AUTHORITY 
CTC Betwe.n HP 353 , 0 (Dawes) and HP 362,8 (Chaney Jct , ) I MP 0 , 0 (Tower 26) and MP 0 ,8 (Houston ) on PSGR, Hain, 
Rule 9 . 14 Between HP l. 4 (on PSGR, Hain) and HP 375,0 (West Jct,), 
Rulo 9, 15 Between HP l. 4 (on PSGR, Hain) and HP 1 , 4 (Houston) on PSGR. Hain only, Yard LWta Between HP 0,8 (Tower 108) and MP l.4 (Houston) on PSGR. Hdn only. (Do not ent er ynrd limit s without authority f rom control operator -sT0- 1) . 

.. .. . .. . ·• · .. . .. . ... .. . . .. . . 

... .... ... --··· .. ···- .... . .. . . ... 

St•02 MAXIMUM SPEED TABLE ft~ Q, 0. ·# fl:,, Maximum Spood 1:(f. Fr. fJ , 1, 2470 ~ MPH Between Hilo Posto 1 ,:' ./ I \ 353. 0 and ll-xO' 3111. J /J· :/ii PSOR FRT (Except. ao Below) • •• • •• • • • • (?:...... 50 50 353.0 (Turnout Tri<. 1) ........... 25 25 356.;1.and 357.l ... .. ..... ... . .... JO 25 357.l and 360,7 • • ••• • ••••• • ••• , •• JO 30 'JIJ 1 360. 7 and -36-2-,.& J6J, 7.............. 20 20 ) ' J (~ and ~J~•~•·••••··••• • •• 30 30 -J;b· ~5..-V and 366 ., . ... ......... . .... 25 25 366,9 and H-Wf/J7,,.J .......... , ... 45 45 ~?{,-I(,.- JWr6 and~ JY6,5 .......... , . . ,<to~ " 110 Botweon Hilo Posto o.o and 2.0 
(Except as Below) • •.•.• • . •••• • ••••• o. o and 1 ,7 .. • •••. •. • ••• • •••••••• 1.1 and 2,8 

S1·03 OTHER SPEED RESTRICTIONS 
Maxlmi1m Speed 

PSOR FRT 
50 50 
10 10 
30 30 

MPH 1. Thru Sidings, Turnouts (No Exceptions.) 
2. Dud Control Switch Turnouts (!lo Exceptions.) All crossovers Dawes t o Dall aire Jct • •• 10 t;-. Bxceptt Hosa, Jensen or . , Tower 26, •, Eureka, Chaney Jct . .. ... . ..... ......... 25 3. Hiso. Speed Reetriotions Connecting tracks and turnouts s . and If, Settegast Jct •• •••• ••• •••••• • , •• • • • • 15 

S1-04 MAIN TRACK DESIGNATIONS • / Two lllAin traok• bet.ween Dawes and Tower 261 Chaney Jct, And Heet Jct. 
'l'>to main track• on PSOR. Hein between Tower 26 and Tower 1081 Houston and Chaney Jct, 

S1·05 MILE POST EQUATIONS 
MP 360.5 ~ HP 0,0 at Tower 261 HP 2.8 n HP 362.8 at Chaney Jct. I Sl-06 OTC BLOCK LIMITS. None. I 
Sl·07 ITEM 13 TRAIN DEFECT DETECTORS 

I I 

.-
-1 
0l 
CT ro 
)> 
-0 
0l 
ID 
(l) 

~ 

I 
!. 
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36 GLIDDEN SUBDIVISION 628 f/Ol/ft0/J tfA • -r.,./tl 
)> 
'O 
'O 
CD 
::, 
a. x· Radio Display. 

Ha1risbu1g Jct lo Aatooia •9696 

Mlle Rule CP WEST EAST Sto. Siding 
Poet 6.3 #'s ... STATIONS ... #'8 Feet 

1.3 CTC HAARIS8U!l0 JCT. T S0000 

1----
(0.3) 

1.6 KATYtlECK 

i-
(0.1) / OOUP(G) 

1.7 TONEA30 / S0001 
(2.~ I ()()UP(A) - 4.6 TOWEA81 I I 0367 

1---
(◄.6) ,I I ()()8/lSFtl,() 

9.2 I PIERCE JCT. / ; //' AE007 
i . (0.7) OOUPIA) 1--- ' ) 

171 Ill 9.9 
I I / STEllA s= ~/ 
II (1.4) 

1----

( ~ r JCY 77 //I I Ii 
11.3 ,6()010 

r 1----
12.8 WEST JCT. SOOII 

/ 

(5.61 - 18.4 iussouru cflY ! S0017 6236 
.__ (8.3) 

24.7 SUOARWID ' AG003 7646 
.__ (4.7) 

29.4 HARi.EM ! $0028 &m - (6.9) 

36.3 TOIYERIT 8 S0036 ' 
1----

(0.7) 0081/Sf!Ml 
37.0 ROSEi/BERG ! S0037 10087 --- (12.l) 
49.4 EAST 8ER/Wl0 ! SOOl8 8731 

1----
(12.7) 

62.1 LISSIE I S0061 8700 
(U) - M.3 EAGLE LAKE JCT. S0008 
(1.7) - N.O EAGLEl>J<E an SOC69 10016 
(4.0) - RO RAMSEY ! S0014 6612 

..__ (13.1) 
87.1 GUOOOI I S00!6 1610} 

(12.5) .__ 
. .. ~-~ · - --•· WEJIIAR .... -•• · · - · · · I S0098 - 10779-- (20.4) 

12M FLATOMA Tl S0119 9597 
OOUPM 

(1!8.7) 

Sl-01 MAIN TRACK AUTHORITY 
ere Between HP 1, 3 a nd HP 120,0 
Yard Limits Between 11P 119,8 and HP 120,0 on 
connector traok to Port Lavaca Subdivision, 

.. .. . ... .... . .. . .. ... ... . .. ... 

. .. . ... . . .. . .. .. . .. .. . .. .. . . 

Sl•02 MAXIMUM SPEED TABLE f<lviSi~u} pe,t_ G.O, -jl:J/< 
Maklmum Spood f.ft, OJ•?.:o•OO c t,/!D MPH \ 

Between Hile Posts !tt, ~e)rf ~• 
1,3 and 120.0 PSOR FRT 
(2xcept aa Below),,,,.,,,,,,,,, ,, ., 70 60 
1.3 and 1. 7 . ...... ... ...... , .... , 10 10 ex • 
1. 7 and 12 , 6 ..................... 20 20 --..__,_ • 

lq,o~ and 21.8 ............ . ...... , 45 45 '---.. 
21 ,8 and 26,5 , • , • , , • , , , , , , , , , , , , , 60 _?,_~_,e!!)l/.5 

.-~ ..... ........ ......... .... ~ 
26,S end 30,3 ..... . .. . ........ , .. 60 60 

~ •• ••••• ••• •• •••••••••••••• ~ 30,3 and 32,6 .......... ......... . 60 60 
. 32.6 and 36.8 , ..... .. , .. , .. , .. , .. SO 40 

67 , 1 and 69,2 . ....... .. ........... 50+ 50+ 
80,7 and 81.9 ...... .. ............ 60 55 
81.9 a nd 02.5 .......... , .... . ..... 55 55 

.-

82 , 5 and 84, 1 ...... .. .. , ...... , !-I061S P.. 1/0 
84,1 and 85,5 .. . ...... .... ... ... . 30+ 30+ /N5.5 <J0,3::-
90 , 3 and 91.5 , ...... ............ , 60 5S • 
91.5 and 90 , 2 ...... , .. , .. , .. , .. .. 60 60 
98,2 and 99 ,3 ............... ;,.,, 35 35 
101.8 and 106 ,8 .................. 55 55 
106.8 and 108,4 .................. 60 55 
108, 4 and 111.6 .................. 65 60 
118,9 and 120 , 1 . . ................ 45+ 45+ / 

•• Onl y freight trains exceeding 80 TPOB- ~uat 
comply with speed restriction, Speed restriction 
will not apply when signal at speed restrictio n 
location dis plays CLEI\R , 

Sl-03 OTHER SPEED RESTRICTIONS 
Maximum Speed MPH 

1. Tbru Sidi ngs , Turnoute Jt• ~g n 
~ RMsey, Glidden, w~ .... 10 
Through crossovers between siding and 
~•in track, Flatonia (~IP 120,1) ,,,,, , ,, 

2, Duel Control Switoh 'l'Urnouto 
connecting track and turnouts to Por t 
Lavaca Sub, within interlocking (HP 
120,0),, , • • • •••• • ••• • • •• • • • •• • • • ••••••• 

3 , Miao. Speed Restrictiooe (Uo Bxceptioos,) 

Sl-04 MAIN TRACK DESIGNATIONS· Nono, 

SI-OS MILE POST EQUATIONS • Nono. 

Sl•06 OTC BLOCK L11ms·.·Noi\o: · 

Sl-07 ITEM 13TAAJN DEFECT DETECTORS 
(il')IS,6 
(i')28,l 

& 30,3 
& 34.5 1

(#)42.5 I , 81.4 
\ 47,4 & 86.0 

(#)57,2 (#)93,9 
(#)75,7 (#)109,5 

( 
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( 

' , 1 

( 

nL:.. IHOJI: \11\L"-" tr\J"..'I V\..-tHO'Jt lflL 11\fHU ilhllr'IIV: 1.1\ llMl!.lllOll,.LI 01 ILll 

com GU D_\!TY. 

si-=92-:1ijx,rHU/l smo mLE 
ENT!n'E ttflX!ttl.lH mm TARE RE\1tSED AS FOLLO~S: 

• pe,~ G. O-# 31~ (//i'~ 
~~;\~~:; ;,it:0n1srs :f/rN. 2-0, iaoo PSi;R ;;; • s;,~{)(fit1iJt'v J 
t .3 AHO 120,0 
<E>:ctrr ~s 1:tLou~ ..... " ........ " ... 70 bO 
i . 3 ANO i , 7 ...... , .............. , , .. , .. 10 lO 
i . 7 AHO 4. 5 , ....... , , , , , . , .. , .. ·, ., , , .. 20 29 
~ .. 5 HllD 4, 7 .... , . , . , .. , ..... ·,, ... , .. 10 le 
4.7 AHO i2.6.,,· ............ . ......... . . 20 20 
19.0 AUD 21.8,.,u.,,,, ... , ......... ,. 45 • 45 
2f,.8 AUD 24.5 ... ............... , .... ,., 60 60 
24.S A?ID 24 .. 9 ...... ,, ,,,,,,, ........ , 4'5 45 
24.9 AUD 32.6,.,..,.,u,111u111.11, ... 60 60 
32,6 AllD 36.8, .. , ... ,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,., 50 40 
67, 1 AHD ~9.2, •• • •• , 1 1 •• •;• ., .... , .... .. 50t so~ 
ua.1 Ann s1,9,,.: ... ,.,, .. ,., . ......... 60 55 
81,'i AHD 82,S •• "'"'"'.,"•• ~• •,. .. 55 55 
82 .. 5 Rt~D 84.,, .•. ,., •. , ....•.... ,, .. , .. qo 40 
04.\ AnD 85,5,,, .. , .. ;., ....... ,, .... 30t 30• 
as .. s Al¾D 90.3 ... ,, .................... , 40 40 
90.3 hllD 9t.5, .. ,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,, . . , .. 60 55 
91 .. 5 AUD 96.2,,, ....... . ,,.,,, ........ ,. 60 6G 
9S.2 AllD 99.3., . . ,.,.,,,,,,,.,,.,, .. , 35 35 
101 ,8 MiD 186.8 .. , .... , .... , .... , .... 55 55 
ieb.8 AND iOB.4,""'"''"''''"''" b(I 55 
108.~ AtiD li!.6 ...................... 65 60 
t20.0 (X),,,, .. ,,., ....... ....... ,,,,, , .,. 25 25 
li8.9 AHO (20.{ .. ~ ........... u ... ,u,,, 45+ 45i-

SI -03 - OTHER SPEED RHTRICHO/IS 
• DELETE: 

i . THRU S!D!llGS b TUR~OiJTS 
ROSEfiBERG, RAMSEY, Hmm, UEiHAR .. , ... 10. 
THROUrn CROSSOVERS BETIJEEII S!DitlG MID 
Mt\!!! TRACK, HATOHrn (Hp 120.0 ......... 10 

• ADD: •••• ---- • ---- --- - •• ••• •• ••• •••• 
I. THRU SIDHICS I. TURilOUTS 
STELLA, RMSfY, tuor,rn .. " .. , ...... "" to 
THROUGH CROSSOVERS· muErn S!Di!IG AND 
MIii TRACK, FUtTOl!Ih mp 12e.o ......... 18 
2. fHRU OUAL-CGNiROL TU~NOUiS Sl!ITCH I 
AUD S~ITCH 2 AT um JUNCiIOH .. .. .. ... • 40 
3, DUAL-COIITROL Sl!ITCH Tlfi(!1-0UTS 
FLATGU!ll EAST SIDING SIHTCH TURliOUT 
TO GLIDDW SUDIV!SIOii,.................. 10 
4, tt!SC SPEED RESTRICilOIIS 
St.h\Ull[r1JRG-t\JI Si'llfi TRK,.... ..... .. .. .. 5 
5. DUAL-COIITROL SIHTCH PIERCE JCT ...... 10 

------~ 
(t,Ja,(1.5/4,J • 

·A~ 1,1,.#0 

-· --- • ---·- ·--~- • --- • • • -- • .., ___ ·---·•----.. . --·----- • -- -SHS ·c·~ULES'tirnS ... ... .. . • .. 
DELETE: . . . 
RULE 6.17 rnsrnumo11 REAO!llG: . 'llORHAL POS!iiO!I FOfHUNCTION SUHCH 
KAT); t!ECK IS FOR Y.OVEnEHENT TO CHrn JCT mi SIRAXG S'tl!:D!V!S!OII' rs 
CANCELLED. • 

Rlli.E 9.17 fLf\TOil!A: PEffiiiSS!OII HUST If OI:TAINE!i FRO» lRAHl DISrhiCHER 

)> 
'O 
'O 
(l) 
:::J 
0. x· .-
~ 
rr 
16" 
}> 
-0 
Q) 
(0 
(l) 

CJ' 
rr 
CJ' 

! 
i 

I 
i .-
I 
I 
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G FLATONIA SUBDIVISION (632\.vl/J /INfoJJiO AREA • f.1. #- 1 
Rado Display: 

Hearne to Giddings •9696 
Giddings to Klrby •1414 

Mite Rule CP WEST EAST Sia, 
Poat 6.3 #'a "' STATIONS A #'8 

0.0 Yl HEARNE OTY AX)71 A~ (i.4) / / 
2.4 / Cle / WESTH(J.RNE 

, 
/ //y 

, 
(83)/ .,l' __,_ 

1 TMUMFORO / I/ I OV<m 
.f ,(0.9) / ,' , 
' / 11.6 / °i' MUMFj)RO I I I ,.,,x BV092 , 

(Ml/ i / --- i !_t,sco/ /I 1?18 "} I 
L.L / I 

24.9 ; COO~S:PO,rm I / ' r ( (5.9 

'~ \ \ ~\~ ✓ ,( I fl.031 
\ 

\ \ \ \' 0,110)~ ~045 \ !U. ) 

~ 
TC x 0~110,~ \ 'x \,,' ~, ut& / 

~~\/\/\ > •'fl~ ' 

/ v "' I 

~

o ) IJ~.~ixx~ \ / 
I 7\c -~~~x ,~, 

97.1 CTC FIATONIA IBTY S0119 
120.0 (10.3) OOUP(A) -130.3 WAEU>EA I S0129 

(13.6) - 143.9 IWIWOOO I S0143 
(9.4) - 163.3 UJUNO I 50152 
(10.5) - 163.8 KJll(l$8URY I S0163 - oin 

178.5 NOlTE I S0185 --- (11.6) 
18&1 CIBOLO I S0197 --- (7.1) 

--1952 . - -- . . . iwlD<ilPlr 
. .... .. . ···•1 S020I 

(7,0) - 202.2 Klll8Y IT S0211 

(168.2) 

Sl-01 MAIN TnACK AUTHORITY 
C'l'C Between HP 2, 4 and HP 58 . 61 
MP . 122.0 and HP 202 . 2. 
D'l'C Between HP 58 , 6 and HP 97.0 
1Jl9 Betw-een HP 0,0 and HP 2. 41 
HP 52.l and HP 122,0 . 
'lard Limitn Bett1een HP o . O and HP 2 ,4; 
HP 119 .8 and HP 122.0 on connector track to 
Port Lavac a Sub . . 

. . . .. . .. . , . ·· · • ... · • · . . . . . 

... . .. ... . . .. .. . . . . .. . .. . .. ... 

Sl-02 MAXIMUM SPEED TABLE 
Maximum Speed MPH 

B•twoen Kilo Poate 

Siding 0,0 and 202.2 PBOR PRT 

Feet (2xaopt ao Bolow) • ••••. ...• , •• , •• •. 75 70 
0,0 and 1.0 ... ..... .... ...... .... -- 25 
1.0 and 1.4 .... , .. ······ ... ..... . -- 10 
l. 4 and 2 , 4 .. .... ... ............. -- 25 

.,/ 
/ 

2.4 and 3,8 -- 50 ..... ........ ... .. ... . 
3 , 8 and 6.9 •·•• •• ••••••••• ••••• •• -- 60 

&IM_., 6.9 (X) ... , ...... ··· ···· .... , , ... -- 50 
6.9 and S0.6 60 / ... ....... . ·········· --

I/ 59 .4 and 67.5 •••• • •• •••• ••• •••••• -- 40 
, 67.5 and 77,0 ... .. ·· ···· ···· ··· ·· -- 55 

77 .0 and 79,8 40 / 6606 
.... ............. ... --

79,8 and 84.8 ,, .. .. .... .. ....... . -- 60 

8300 
84.8 and 85.l •• • ···· ··· ·• ···· ·••· -- 55 

I/ 
85,l and 90,8 ................ .... --

60 A 
~ 

'-' 90.8 and 96.6 ..... ... ····· ···· ··· -- :: ~ 10:lSS t;: 96 . 6 and 97 , 1 ,:, ·········. ···· ·· .. .. . --V 91 .1 and 120,1 ...... ... ··· ······· -- 25 &569 120,1 and 121.2 60 60 I ' .. ·· ········ ·· , ... 
,z 122.0 •• w ·••••• •••••• ••••• ••••••• 55• 55• 

128.4 and 128,6 ..... ... .... ... ... 70 65 

·~ 
138.4 and 138,7 ....... .. ... ...... 65 65 
143 ,8 and 144,9 .... ,. ·· ····· ····· 70 70 
14 5 . 7 and 147.7 70 65 

(> 
..... .... ... ... ... 

152 .2 and 154,4 ······· ... ....... .. 40• 40+ 
156.7 and 157.0 .. .... ........... . 40 40 r~ 165,l and 165,5 ..... ......... ... . 70 65 
168,2 and 168,6 ............ ... ... 70 65 

9S97 173,1 and 174,3 •••• •• • ••••••••••• 45 45 
174,3 and 178 , 7 .. ... ...... .... .. . 60 60 

8934 189 .2 and 191,4 ..... .. .. ... .... .. . 55 55 
191.4 and 196.3 •·• •••• ••••••• ••• • 70 70 

8665 196.3 and 197 , 1 .... ....... ... .. . ' 40+ 40+ 
197.l and 201.2 .. ······ ·· ····•••• 70 70 
201.2 and 202, 2 30+ JO+ tom ... ... . ······ ··· ·· .. Only freight tra i ns exceeding 80 TPOD must 

comply with speed restriction. Speed restrict ion 8«2 will not apply when signal at speed restriction 
locat ion displays CLEAR, 

8:M2 Sl-03 OTHER SPEED RESTRICTIONS 
Maximum Speed MPH 9673 

1 , Thru Sidin111 " 'Nniouto ,7,S -- Cr ossovers - in-sidings Flat onia,-, , . , •.• , .. .SI[ ·-· ---· --·· 
$4Sl :i. Dual Control Owitob TUrnouta 1J'/t{t11F0{U): 'fO Fla tonia turnout to Port Lavaca 
11653 Subdivision '1ithin interlocking,., , , . . , 20 

3. Miao. Speed Reatricti on• 
tiearne Yard - All yard t r acks except 
Old Dalsa Main . , .. . , , ... ... . . . . ... , , , .. 5 

Sl-04 MAJN TnACK DESIGNATIONS 
Ke■tward ll!Ovomenea thru eidina Mumford connec t s to Navasota Subdivis ion at South Mumford (CP 
0092) only, 

SHJS MILE POST EQUATIONS 
HP 97 . 4 ~ HP 120.0 (Flat on i a ), 

61-06 OTC BLOCK LIMITS 

WEST BLOCK NAME EAST · ... ·14.3 • • ·ok!d!M·s . . 

sa:li I .. -. " ' .. .. . . . 

89.0 \'(nchester 74.3 
. .. .. 97.0 . . . Muldoon .. 89.0 . ,. , . . . . .. .... 

p. 
<;. 
# 

<!I( 
o. 
13, 

( 

( 

► 
u 
u 
<1> 
::, 

~ 
CT 
ro 
}> 
,:i 
II) 
(0 
Cl) 

0 
0 
0 

G 
It 
ff. 
-oS-~9" 

fJJvw'.I\, 
.J~ ,}t.J. t 

T, 
61 

o.io 
.-d&PJ., 
1,,10 ,s .. 

I ,·· 
I .... 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I · ··· 

i 
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; 

12 DEL RIO SUBDIVISION (640) SAN lrNrotJ io AR.£A:; 1,Y-: ·/H 
Rado Display: 

Klrbylo \'lllhora •1414 
Withers to Doi Rio -9696 
San An1oo!o Vaid -2626 

' • Rulo CP WEST EAST Sta. Siding ,t 6.3 #'a y STATIONS ... t'e FHI 
2002 CTC KIRBY IT $0211 9M3 

(52) 
2'lU ASS EASTYA/10 81Y $0216 :1MT (M) 
200.0 or TOWER 121 (M)O ABS (1.3) I-
m.3 SIJIAI/T0,'110 AXllO 

(1 ,7) 
211.0 ere TOWER 112 M . (1.7) ()QU'(\t} i---
212.7 TO\\~R 105 - (6.1) fXlU'M 
218.8 WTTliERS $0228 

(1.3) 
. 22\J.1 CTC OW JCT. X 

.__ (4.3) 
:12◄.5 MACOO.'IA 50233 84$9 .___ (10.6) 
ZlS.O IACOSTE I S02« 8288 .___ (13.3) 
24a.3 DUIMY I SO'lS1 83« .___ (11.4) 
2$9.7 . IIONOO I 50269 8310 -- (11.0) 
210.7 SECO J 502W 8341 .___ (7.9) 
71U SAS~W. I S02SS &128 , 

(11.0) -·, .•• 9.8 KIIIPPA I S0299 8358 
J.-

(11.5) 
301.1 WAIDE I $0310 ms 

'--
(14.0) 

315.1 OBI I 50024 8207 
i---

(◄.◄) 

319.5 CUNE T 50325 ._ (52) 
32U ODIAW I $0334 8711 ._ (8.9) 

... ... . ·- · ·-· . ... · ··3ll.6 .. -· .. AllACACOO I SCGl3 8365 
I---

(8.1) 
341.7 SPOFFORD n $0351 8M3 

'--
(12.9) 

354.6 PlllTO I SOOO.\ 9212 ..___ (82) 
362.B IJI.AIIOA I soon 8457 .__ (7.3) 
370.1 JOHNSTONE I 50379 8239 

I- (8.4) 
37l5 DElfl!O _ _WI,_.}) 18 50387 9'214 

... . . 

Sl-03 OTHER SPEED RESTRICTIONS • ( pG. I~ Maximum Speed MPH 
1 , Thru Si dings ~ Tumouta (No Bxcopt i on1.) . .. ounlay and Uvalda; ·;, .. ;; · . . . ·. ; · ... . ·:; . .. ·.· ·25 

.. . 

1. Dual Cont~ol Switch Turnouto Tower 121 crossover and Tower 112 ... crossover.••• ·· .. ,·.-; .. ; ·.·.- .. ~; ·,· . . . ; ;·, . . ·; ;· 10 ••• 
.;,1i•o. Spead R~•tri otiona 
Wya tracks , clino, Spofford, , . . ....... . 10 
Connecting track at GW Jct , , . ... , , . . , , , 40 

SI-01 MAIN TRACK AIJTHORITY 
1Jl8 Bot weon HP 206.4 and HP 211,0 . 
CTC Bot .,.,an HP 202.2 and HP 206 .4 ; MP 211. 0 and HP 378 .5, 
l\ule 9 ,14 Applies between HP 207.9 and HP 211. 0 
l\ulo 9,15 Applies bet ween MP 206. 4 and MP 211 .0 . Tower 121 cont rol Operator issues Track Penni ts. 

·yard LI.Jut• Bot woon MP 206,4 and MP 207 . 9 

sI-02 MAXIMUM SPEED TABL~ Veit G.D. 4J:.i't• 
Maximum Spoed Rev 5 -z.1· 'lq ', MPH Between Hilo Po■ta eff, ri• 

202, 2 and 37 8.5 PSOl\ l"l\'I' 
(B,caept 1u1 Bel ow) ••••• , • • •.• •• ,•. ,, 7 9 70 202 ,2 and 206.3 .... .. .. ......... . 30+ 30+ 206 .3 and ~ 1.IJ ,0 . . ... .. . . ... . 20 Ml 1'9 ,2-0 - ~ - .... 

&JO.-'l>'~ u, r;rl!'na-·n~ ~, • • , , .• ,............,..,.,_~ ~ and 218 . 8 .. .. ........ .... ) O se -=t3C> 218,8 and 225.5 ............. .. ... 55 SO 
225,5 and 228 . 5 . .... . . ... . .. . , ., . 70 60 
228.5 and 230 . 3 ............. . .. .. 65 60 
230.3 and 236. 5 
236 . 5 and 249.7 
249,7 and 251.3 
251.3 and 251.9 
251.9 a nd 253,8 
253.8 and 257.5 
257.5 and 259.6 
259 . 6 a nd 266.3 
266. J and 268 . 4 
268,4 and 272.2 
2·12. 2 and 279 . 1 
279. 1 and 280 . 6 
280,6 and 286 ,0 
290. l and 290 ,9 
290.9 and 291.6 
291.6 . and 299.7 
299,7 and 300 .7 
300.7 and 304 .0 

70 60 
55 5S 
40 40 
50 so 
60 60 
75 70 
60 60 
7S 70 
70 70 
60 60 
75 70 
55 55 
60 60 
70 70 
40 40 
75 70 
55 55 
70 60 

304 . 0 and 307.0 . .. .. ...... . .. . ... 79 60 ·307 , 0 and 307.3 ..... .. .. .. . ...... 55 55 307 . 3 and 322.l ............... .. . 60 60 
322 . l and 332, 0 . , , , . . . ..... . , . . . . 75 70 322.0 and 334 .3 ...... ... ......... 70 70 ·· 3J4 . 3"and 338 . r .. , , ;; ·: . . : ;·: . . ·;::·., . .. 'is 10· 
338.7 and 340,8 ............ . .. .. . 65 65 
340,8 and 342.0 
355_,o and 356. 4 
356 , 4 and 357.6 
357 .6 and 361. 3 
361.3 and 366.2 
366.2 and 366.5 
366 , 5 and 367.6 
367. 6 and 371.3 
371,3 and 372.4 
372 . 4 and 375.0 
375 . 0 and 378.3 
378.3 and 378.5 

70 70 
70 70 
55 55 
'/0 70 
65 65 
55 55 
60 60 
75 70 
70 70 
60 55 
45 45 
30+ 30 ♦ 

: SI-03 - OTHEF: Sr'EED RESiRICHOl!S • ,·ADD: ··· •• ••• ·: · .. •• (i ,tf ~,1i .. 
: 2. DUAL COlliRGL s:-mcu TURliOUi yn HPH 

. , . TRAIISFER -Tk-X llif'2!2,7- DEL RIO -SUI:) , .,. , · .. . , .2-,1 •• 
lRA!iSFER iRK rnmo.a - AUSTIii SUB), .. ., .. .. 15 7 m~u CROSSOVER TO Hmm JCT.(U.\'tDO SUB) .. . 20 -; 3, TRRliSFER TRACK (DEL lUU - ttUSiiN SUBJ. .. .. .. 21) 

'j;} 
CY 
ro 
}> 
-0 
Ill 

(0 
(1) 

0. 
0. 
0. 
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14 SANDERSON SUBDIVISION (647)SM A-.vmNiO /fRt,-1 : 1. r. 1/' l 
An<fo Display; 

Del Rio to Sanderson •9698 
Sanderson to Alplno ·1414 

MIio Rule CP WEST EAST 
Poat 6.3 #'s ... STATIONS A 

3785 ere DELRIO - (12.9) 
391.4 AIAISTA0 

..__ (10.7). 
40!.8 FEElY 

..__ (8.8) 

413.4 COMSTOCK 

.___ (t0.0} 
423.4 lUU. 

.....__ (8.1) 

431.5 SHUMtA - (11.2) 
"'42.7 wromv - (13.8} 
4M.5 PUI.IPV!UE 

(9.1) - 465.6 MAlVAOO - (11.3) 
478.& SHAY/ - (6.0) 

461.9 DRYDEN - (9.0) 
491.8 11.0fflA - (8.4} 

600.3 FE0D011., - (Ml 
&Al.9 SAIIOEASON - (8.0) 

52◄.9 EMERSON - (8.1) 
mo lOl.'OFEUOIY 

(7,4) - !>lo.4 ROSENEElD 
(S.6} - 616.0 MAX0/1 - (8.4) 

~4 TES/NS - (8.3) ... . .. ..... 
560.8 HAYII.ON0 - (87) 
M7.5 WAAl'IICK - (10.1) 
m.s 11.ARATIION - (8.7) 
5&1.3 l£NOX - (7.S) 

Ml.8 All1JDA 

I-
(8,8) 

Wl.6 smoen 
I-

(8.6) 

607.2 ALPIIIE (Dapol} 

.. (219.8) 
.. .. . 

SI-01 MAIN TRACK AUTHORITY 
C'TC Between HP 378.5 and HP 607.2. 

Sia. Siding 
#'s Fttl 

19 S0387 9214 

I SOIOO t~u 

I S0111 8370 

I som 111G19 

I S0430 83'JG 

I S043& 0077 

I 80«9 9-110 

I S046J 8275 

I som s:m 

I SOI«! 834S 

I S0!69 em 

I SOl93 11356 

I S0507 411!2 

18 S0513 ~I 

I S0522 &17~ 

I S0530 8:JGI 

I SOSJS 63M 

I SOS43 8535 

I S0550 8322 

.. . ~ · I SOMS 

I 5056.5 em 

I som 83&5 

I S0532 8317 

I S05S9 t157 

I sosse ro5ll 

B $00)5 

.. 
.. . . .. 

.. 

Sl--02 MAXIMUM SPEED TABLE 
MoMlmum Spead MPH 

Botwoon Hilo l'oato 
370,5 a.nd 607,2 
(Except ao Bolow) • .•. •••• , ••• , • • , • • 

1•son Pn'l' 
19 ·10 
30+ 30+ 
55 55 
75 70 
70 70 
75 70 
70 70 
75 70 
65 60 
70 70 
60 60 
so so 
40 40 
45 45 
70 70 
55 55 
70 70 
75 70 
63 55 
40 40 
50 50 
55 55 

378.5 and 379.3 . . ............... . 
379.3 and 380.8 
380.8 and 386 . 4 
386.4 and 386.9 
386.9 and 393 . 5 
393 .5 and 399.3 
399.3 and 403 . 3 
403.3 and 403.5 
403.5 and 410 . 0 
410.0 and 414.7 
414.7 and 415 . 9 
415,9 and 438.2 
438.2 and 441.2 
441.2 and 447.1 
447.1 and 448.2 
448.2 and 450,3 
450 . 3 and 456.2 
456.2 and 457.B 
457.8 and 458.2 
450.2 and 459 . 1 
459.1 and 466 . 6 
466.6 and 482.5 
482.5 and 483.8 
491.7 and 492.1 
492.1 and 496.3 
496 .3 and 497.2 
497.2 and 499.0 
499.0 and 506.4 
506.4 and 518.9 
518.9 and 519.1 
519.1 and 527.2 
527.2 and 527.4 
527.4 and 528.6 
528. 6 and 531. 7 
531. 7 and 532. 0 
532.0 and 536.7 
536.7 and 536.9 
536.9 and 542 . 7 
542.7 and 546.5 
546.5 and 550.2 
550.2 and 551.8 
559.0 and 559.9 
559. 9 and 561. 5 
561.5 and 565.9 
565.9 and 566.5 
573.0 and 575.3 
57S.3 and 575.7 
575.7 and 579.9 
579 . 9 and 584.9 
584.9 and 587 . 3 
587 .3 and 588.S 
588.5 and 589.1 
589.1 and 590.3 
590.J and 593 .7 
593.7 and 594.2 
594.2 and 598.6 
598 •. 6 and 601;5 
601.5 and 604.9 
604.9 and 607.2 

.... . ........ . ... . 40 40 

: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : :: :~ ?Pt 
............. ... 70M 70 U· / 
.................. 55 55 * 1, 
................ .. 50 50 t~~·~<) 

40 40 3.15· 
55 50 
50 50 
ss 50 
50 so 
55 50 
70 50 
50 50 
75 60 
4S 45 
60 50 
50 50 

. . . ............. .. 40 40 
•· •- • •• .,_._ • • •. •. L• • • •. L 50 .. _?0 
....... . .......... 40 40 
................ .. 60 60 

75 ·,o 
70 70 
70 70 
40 40 
70 70 
60 60 
70 60 
50 45 
40 40 
60 50 
79 70 
10 ·10 

... . . ............. 75 70 

. ,. .. ....... . , .... .... ,. so .: ~o 
, .............. ... 40 40 
. ........ , ........ 50 so 

Sl~S MILE POST EQUATIONS 
HP 400.5 = HP 403.0 
HP 507.0 (Sanderson) = HP 515.9 

-6' u 
ct> 

. :::, 
a. . r 
-r 
!lJ cr 
ro 
}> 
"O 
!lJ 
(0 
(I) 

ct> 
ct> 
ct> 

C 
i 

I 
! 
!· 

__ ;_ 

I 

--·} 
I 

I 
' 
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4 

; •11, Rule CP 
6.3 #'a 

' 601.2. CTC 

-oo.J.5 

-60'J.6 

-619.6 

f---
620.1 

,___ 
631.0 -&12.9 

- 651.6 

- 660.0 

- 667.8 

- 679.9 

-691.1 

-7(0.7 

-714.6 

( -.I 
- 737.2 

-73U 

- 7(9.1 -751.3 

- 760.9 
. . ... ... .. -no.1 

----783.6 

-,~.o 

- 800.2 

- eoe.o 

815.2 OT 
ABS -822.8 

-. 827.0 . 
1298.0 

VALENTINE SUBDIVISION (648) £L !'A.So A-KfA = 1.1.#1 
Recio Display: 

AlplM to Bolen-1414 
Bolen to El Paso •9696 

WEST EAST Sta, Siding 

"" STATIONS ii,. ·. M'e Feet 

AlPl/lE 8 S060S 
(1.3) 

AI.PU/EJCT, S0600 
(1.3) 

AlPINE S:Oll«l I SW11 8314 
(9.8) 

PAISANOJCT. 
(o.5} 

PAISIJ,'O I 60617 6&47 
(10.9) 

IMIIFA I $Wt 8375 
(11.9) 

ARAGO.~ I $000 8110 
(8.9) 

RYAN I ~9 8362 
(8.2) 

QUEBEC I $0657 -(7.8) 

VAWITlllE I 50665 6071 
{12.1) 

WcNOEU I $OoTI e:m 
(11.2) 

LOBO I S0688 ~ (12.61 

COUAOO I S0701 1661 
(10.9) 

HOT\ral.S I som 9368 
(1U) 

IMWE I S0723 8375 
(11.1) 

U.P. COIINECTIOII 
(1.0) 

SIEf\AA BWICA 81 TP76S 10125 
(7.9) 

IASCA I TP777 SSOT 
(52) 

S.VAU I TPl65 8179 • 
(5.7) 

Flll!AY 
· ·• · I . :TmQ _ 7835 . 1ui ·· . . . . . . . 

McWJIY I TP603 8306 
(13.5) 

ISER I TP815 8978 
(10.4) 

TOM'\U.O I TP826 65$9 
(8.2) 

FA8e:NS TP83I 
(7.8) 

cuur I TP339 8105 
(7.2) 

Brull Tl'~ 
(7.6) 

/JJ/JJA BY TP854 
(4.7) 

El. PASO (PIE ORAS ST.) • • ... . BT . .. 

(2:l!l.5} 

Sl-01 MAIN TRACK AUTHORITY 
c~c Between HP 607 . 7. and HP 815. 3 . 
Rula 9, 1' Territory between BP 815. 3 and BP 
827, 0. w 
Yard Lin>..lta Bet\lOen HP . • and MP 027 . 0 on both main tracks , 

................ ---.. -.. ~--.. --..... ---....... -.. -.. -- .... -.... --........ -... .. Si-02 - MAXIKIJ/l SPfED mLE 
l\AXiMUII SPEED Tt\BLE REVISED AS fOLlo»S : 
MXltl\JII SPEED f!ZOtlf 6. 0, #//2, Mf·H 
BEillEE» HILE POSTS &ff. /(}•//,. ~9 • b87, 2 MID 827, 0 f-SGR : 
<EXCEPT AS BELO~) .. .......... , ....... 7? 
607.2 AllD 609.7 .... ............ , ..... so 
613,1 l!llD blb.b .. ............. , ..... . 70 
616.6 Al!D 6il.6 .... .. ; ... ... ......... 50 
b2l,6 MID 624,2,,,, .... ,.,u,.a.,,·.,,, 

,~ 
IJ 

624.2 AIID 625.3 ........... • ..... ...... 55 
629,0 AND 630,2 ...................... 45 ; 630.2 AIID-633.7 ... .... . ............. . '69 
~38.I All[I M0.4 ...... , . ...... ,, ...... 50 ; 704. 7 AIID 706.5 ...................... 68 
742. 7 A!ID 745.3 .. ................ ... , 70 
745,J ~~ u .......................... ,, ...... ,. 70+ '. 74b.9 *l- \I,,,,,,, ;. , ,,, , ..... .. ,.,,.,, 70t 
-746.9 AllD 748.3 .. .................... 78 
748,3 ;(H: U, .. ~, ..... ,,,. . .... , .... ,,=-••·•· 761-
7~8.3 Al!D 756,5, .. , ... . .. , ........... 70 

' 756,5 AUD 759.3 ......... ,,11.1..1uu 1, ... ,. 55 
760,I MD 763,6 ...................... 70 
·763.6 ~* E ...... ,,. .. .1,, ,, •• , .... ,, .. ,, • • , 70+ 
763,6 AHD 7b1,2,,,,,. .. , .. ,.,: ... ... ,,, 75 
761 .2 AUO 784.6 .. ............. , .... .. 70 
184-.b ·ll E 111,111,,,.,,.,,,,.,, •• ,,. w 
78~.6 MID 790.7 ... ........ .. ....... .. 78 
790.7 ** \:J .. , . . , .... ,,.,,.,,,,,, .. , . 70l-
'/91.-1- AHO 792,2 ................ , . .... 60 

. 815.3 Ah'D 823,0 U - iRK. I , ......... . . bO 
: 823.0 ~llD 827.0 ij • m.l. ..... , ..... '10 

815.3 AUD 627.0 a 7 m.2 ........... . 20· 
. . ... ~27.~ _ _A.llTI 023.0 E.:- iRK.-2 .. .... .. .... 40-m.o M;~ m.3 £ • mu .... .-....... 60 
: 827 ,0 Atilt 815.3 E .., IRK.I. .. ... .. .... 40 

. i. --· -

. Siding Paisano . ·, .... . . . .. ; ...... . .. ; ... 25 
• :l , liual ·contioi switch ~rnoui:e • • • • •• 

TUrnout MP 815.2 ................ . .. .. .. 50 
3: _Hi■c_. __ Spae~ Re■tdo_t_~ono . _(l_lo Kx_-;ep_t:Jc,_oa, L. 

Sl-04 MAIN TRACK DESIGNATIONS Double Track between HP 815 .3 and HP 827 .0 

Sl-05 MILE POST EQUATIONS 
HP 827.0 ~ MP 1298,0 

fRT 
70 
50 
lfJ 
4S 
70 
55 
45 
60 
50 
60 
7$ 
50t 
55+ 
1$ 
SSt 
70 
55 
7~ 
5St 
70 
70 
551-
70 
S~r 
60 
60 
llO 
20 
40 -
60 
2~ 

-

)> 
"O 

~ :, 
a. x· 
.-
iijl 
CT 
ro 
'}> 
-u 
Ill 
(0 
{1) 

:I! 

l 

!. 
! 

.J. 
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10 

MIio Rule CP 
Post 6.3 l'a 

1293.0 e1e 
6MT -1297.8 

1295.9 Cle 
:J.\IT 

12'o9.9 e1e 
2MT -12852 

-1219.0 

1269.0 ere -1159.0 -12◄8.0 -1m.o -1229.0 -1219.5 -12M.O -1193.0 -H&M -11n.o -1167.0 -1159.0 

1153.0 

~ 
.. . ... 

f l(a.3 -11(0.8 

11)1.6 ere 1135 
2MT -1133.7 

-1129,7 1130 

-ma.s 

-1121l.2 1126 

-11 21.6 .. 
.. -1120.8 1121 

__.;..:.,:.. ... . . . . 
1114.2 

LORDSBURG SUBDIVISION (678) E PA l so~ 
Ra<lo Display. 

El Paso lo Lordsburg -0808 

• 1112.6 1113 CP 1113 
(5.9) 

Lordsburg lo PFE Yard ·9696 

WEST EAST Sta. Sidi/lg 

T STATIONS A #'a Ftot 

1100.6 ere OlOA I 
(8.2) -1093.4 BO'ME IT 
(7,4) -Et PASO (Pkd<as St) BT TPl60 1091.0 LUZfNA I 

(0A) (3.4) -TO\'iER47 XBT 11'&9 1082.8 RASO I 
(1.n (7.9} -El PASO (Urloo Oopol) 1074,7 w.ucox I 
(8.0) (10.8) -mAPM SPl»l 1063.9 COCHISE IT 
(4.n (62) 

CPUZARO (IIIX SPOl2 1055.7 ere 1056 CP 1056 
(6.2) 2MT (1 .8) -Ci'STRAUSS I ll) SP019 1053.9 ORAGOO'I 
(10.0) (3.6) -WWI)( I SP029 mo 1050.3 1050 CP1050 X 
(10.0) (8.41 -AFTON ' SPOll aJS2 1()17.2 TIJI.LY 
(11.0) (3.1) -ADEii ' S1'1)51) ~ 7 10IJ.6 11)1.4 CPIOl-4 X 
110.0) (2.6) -OONA ' SP()!() &316 1011 .0 SIBYL 
(9.0) (S.2) -AKElA I SP\169 &3S9 1035.8 FENIIER 
(9.S) ' (0.8) -CARNE I SP076 &352 1035.0 1035 CP 1035 X 
(11.5) (2.4) -DEMING •a SP\190 a3Cll 1032.6 BEIISON 
(10.0) (3.3) -nm,s I SPIOO allil 1029.3 1029 CP1029 X 
(10.0) (1.1) -GAGE I SPIIO 8311 1(1282 CHAMISO 
(11.0) (◄.&) -YtllJlA I SPl21 8385 1023.6 MESCAl. 
(10.0) (0.3) -SEPAR I SP l31 6.362 1023.3 1023 CP 1023 X 
(8.0) (2J.3) -USS0/1 I SP139 M57 1000.0 VNL CROSSOVERS X 
(6.0) - (5.21 

W,\ORIS I SPl'5 «n6 m.a \\1lMOT 
(4.n ... . . .. .. . .. ... (8.2). _ .. 

LOROS8URO 181 SPl49 i= 
(7.5) 

008.8 YLABS PFEYARD XBTY 
2MT 

GARY I SP157 8300 (310.4) 
(8.2) 

CP 1135 
(0.9) 

MONDEl SPl&-1 
(4.0) 

CP1130 X 
(0.8) 

STU ,'S SPl69 
!2-n 
CP1126 X 
(4.4) 

VNIAR SPl76 
(I.O)' .. . .. .. . . . . .. . .. .. ... .. ... .. . 

CP 1121 X 
(8.6l. . .. .. . .. ·••· .. . ... .. .. 
SAII SIMO/l SPl83 
u.n 

SPl9I 

SP200 

SP207 

SP215 

S1'123 

SP234 

SP2« 

SP254 

Sm<! 

S1'265 

SP268 

SP273 

SP278 

SP300 

SP3l4 

... 

... 

~ 

82()3 

m1 

84&) 

8379 

&115 

. .. 

.. . 

)> 
-0 
-0 co 
:::, 
a. x· 

C ro 
)> 
"'O 
II) 
(0 
co 
(0 
(0 
(0 

( 
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( 

.--- - ------:L::.;:0;.:.R.;.=D:.=S:.=B:.=U.:...::.;;RG SUBDIVISION (678) £t PASO :: r.-r. .:/f 1 
Dotween Hile l'ooto 

11 

? Sl·01 MAIN TRACK AUTHORITY 
CTC Detween MP 987 . 7 and MP 1298.0; 
HP 987.6 and MP 987.7 on East Lead Track. PFE Yard . 
ADS Between HP 987.7 and HP 986.6 on both main tracks, 
Yard LWto Batween HP 987.7 and HP 986.6 on both main t racks. 
nule 9.15 between HP 987.7 and HP 986.6. 
Daml.na, Hovemonts .over DNSF track is governed by the General Code of Operating Rules, UP 
Timetable and UP system Special Instructions. Hain track is outside of block system limits, but is within yard limits extending between BNSF MP 1132. 4 a·nd HP 1133. 9. 
Movements on BNSF Trackage will be made not 
exceeding 10 MPH. 
Beoaon, Operation on the trackage of the San Pedro & Southwestern Railroad is governed by General code of Operating Rules, UP TiAetable and UP Syste·m Special Instructions . UP trains 
and engines must not operate beyond SPSR HP 1.0. Within this territory, yard limits are in effcc~. liaximum speed is 10 KPH. 

Sl-02 MAXIMUM SP!;ED TABLE 
Maximum Spead 

Between Kilo Posto 
1298,0 and 986.6 88Stward PSOR FRT 
(Exoopt 88 DcilOlf) . .. ...... ......... 79 70 
986.6 and 988 .4 . .............•... 40 40 
988.4 and 990.3 ............... . . . 45 40' 

60 1000.5 and 1007.4 - Trk.l 
i007.4 and 1009.3 - Trk.1 
1009 . 3 and 1020. 9 - Trk . l 
1020 . 9 and 1023.l - Trk.l 
1003.8 and 1005.7 - Trk.2 
1005.7 and 1010.4 - Trk.2 
1010.4 and 1012.6 - Trk . 2 
1012.6 and 1018.l - Trk.2 
1018.1 and 1023.l - Trk . 2 
1023.1 and lOH.O ......... . .. . ..• 
1036.8 and 1041.9 ............... . 

70 
60 
65 
40 

55 
60 
40 

30 25 01,f.-
28 25 J 
35 25 u·O· 

25 t'lto 
40 40 \ 
60 55 ~ : •• \°I 
45 40 'l,,\'v 

28 

1041.9 and 1051.7 ............... . 
40 4400 I .// 1051.7 and 1052.4 , ........ . . . .... 45 f 

1052.4 and 1055. 7 . . ..........•... 55 50 
1055. 7 (Turnout Trk. l) ...... , • • '.l.,3oG ~i5 
1055.7 and 1058.0 ..... . ...... . ... 55 50 
1058. o ·and 1060. o··· . . : :·: .. :: :· ... ·: :: 19· • 65 
1060 . 0 ... . .... . .. . . . .. ... ....... . 
1060.0 and 1065.7 .. ... .... . . .... . 
106S. 7 and 1069. o . .......•. . . • ... 
1069.0 and 1072.7 
1on.1u , .. . .. , ................. . 
1072.7 and 1082.8 ... . ......... . . . 
1082.8 and 1091.0 . .. .... .. . . .... . 

79• 55• 
79 65 
60 60 
79 65 
79+ 55+ 
79 65 
65 60 

109i.o and 1112.5 . . .... . ....... . . 79 65 
1112. 5 (Turnout Trk.1) ...... ... i~~ lil 'l,7 
1112.5 and 1121.4 ...... .. ...... . . 79 65 
1121.4 and 1124.4 ................ 55 50 
1124.4 and 1128.7 . . ........ • ..... 45 40 
1128.7 and 1130.2 ...... . . ..... .. . 55 50 
1130.2 and 1134.6 ................ 79 65 
1134 .6 (Turnout Trk.2) • ... " ·• . . .'J.,5 ~ ~1-5 
1134.6 aiid 1H2.J ·· : .. _-_- : ... : ·: . . -. ; : · 79 •• 65 
1142 .3.. . . . ... .. ...... ... .. . .... . 79+ 55+ 
1142.3 and 1147.2 .. • . _._._,. ... _._, , ... _._, 79 . . . 65 - .. li47. i -~~d ii:so. 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60 60 
1150.7 and 1152.3 . . .............. 79 65 
1152.3 ... . . . ..................... 79t 50+ 

1298 . 0 and 986.6 Eastward 
(Jhcaept an Bolow) , .... • . •. , • , •••••• 
1152.3 and 1176.4 .... ... , .... . .. . 

PSOR PRT 

79 70 
79 65 

"O 
(1) . 
:, 
a. x· 

1176.4 .......................... . 
1176.4 and 1192.0 ............... . 

79> 55+ 
79 65 

.-

~ 1192.0 .. . ....... . .. ..... ........ . 79+ 50+ CT 
iD 1192.0 and 1200.4 ......... .. .. . . . 

1200.4•• ........ . ....... . .... . .. . 
1200.4 and 1202.4 ............. . . . 
1202.4•• . . .. .. .. ... ..... . ... . ... . 

79 65 
79+ 55+ 
79 65 
79-. 55+ 

}> 
-0 
Q) 
(0 
(1) 

1202.4 and 1204.2 ... . .. . .... .. . .. 79 65 ::, 
::, 

1204.2•~ •• ••••••••••• • • • • • • •••••• 79+ ~5• ::, 
1204 •. 2 and 121L2 , .............. . 79 65 
1211.2 .. . ........ .. .......... . .. . 79+ 55+ 
!ill .2 and 1213 .2 ........ . ... . .. . 79 65 
1213 . 2•• ... . .... .... .. .... . . .. . ,. 79+ 55+ 
1213.2 and _1221.6 ........... .. .. . 79 65 
1221. 6* • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . 79+ 55+ 
1221.6 and 1223.4 . ,., ........•... 79 65 

-1223.4• • ......... ... ... . . .... . .•. 79+ 55+ 
1223.4 and 1225.0 .. . ...••. . ... . .. 79 65 
1225.0.. . . : ...... . . . , ......... . .. 79-. 55+ 
1225.0 and 1229.8 .. , .... . ....•.. . 79 65 
1229. 8.. . ... . .. . ..... . ..... , ..... 79+ 55+ 
1229.8 and 1237.4 ... . ... . . ... .. .. 79 65 
1237.4** ........ . . . .... . ..... . ... 79+ 55+ 
1237.4 and 1244.2 .... .... ........ • 79 65 
1244.2 and 1247.0 .. ... .... . ..... . 15 65 
1241. o• • .... . .. . -............. . .. . 75+ 55+ 

75 65 
79 65 

'1,0 
~ 

c? ~\ 
!!~!:~•:nd•~;;;:~••:::::::::::::::: ~:• ::• ,t~rd-~ 
1275. 0*' • • • • • • • • • • .. • • .. • • .. .. • • • 79+ 55+ \\ ~/ J 1275.0 and 1278 . 0 .. . ......... , .. . 79 65 \ _ ,-. ~ EASTWARD ~ 1279. 7 AND 1201. 3 - TRK 1. ......... . . 60 60 liOl.3 Al!D 1295.5 TRK 1 ...... .. .... 40 40 · 1295.5 /IND 1296.6 TRK 1............ 20 20 1278. 0 Al!D 1281. 3 - TRK 2. . • . . . • • • • • • 60 60 1281. 3 AND 1292. 5 TRK 2............ 40 40 1292.5 l\NP 1295.5 TRK 2 ... ; . .•.•••• 30 • 30 1295.5 .11ND 1296.6 TRKS l & 2 .• • . •.• 20 20 1296. 6 J\tID 1298. 0 - TRKS 101 & 102... 30 30 1293.5 AND 1295.6 TRK.3 . . ..••.•• • •• 25 25 1295.6 AlID 1296.G TRK. 3.. .. . ...... . 20 20 

1247.0 and 1247.6 .......... .. . . . . 
1 247. 6 and 1271.2 

I 1296. 6 .11ND 1297. 8 - TRKS 103 TIIRU 106 30 30 
4!9-~"-~-;zii1a Hl9'",S.:~>·-:~ ·:::· .. _-_- : ·~ ·--:.2e~·-·· 

. . . . I ···· · 

..; o_ .,~ .. ~~--1an,~J:~ -'" ........ ~~....!t 
Betweon Hile Posto 
1298.0 and 986.6 Wootword PSOR PRT 

_ (B><copt 80 Below) . , • •• •.• .. •.• • • • •• . 79 70 ..,., 
WBSTWIIRD 
1298. 0 Al!D 1296 . 6 - TRKS 101 Ii 102. • • 30 1297.8 J\t!D 1296.6 - TRKS 103 THRO 106 JO 1296. 6 J\tID 1295. 5 - TRK l . . . . • • • • • • • 20 1295.5 AND 1281.3 TRK l • • • • • • • • • • • 40 1281. 3 Al!D 1279. 7 - TRK l . . . . . . . . . . . 60 1296.6 J\tID 1295 . 5 - TRK 2 . . .••• • • • • • 20 1295.5 l\llD 1292.S - TRK 2 ....... . ..• 30 1292. 5 .IIND 1201.3 - TRK 2 • • • • • • • • • • • 40 1281.3 A!ID 1270.0 - TRK 2 . . . . • • • . • • • 60 1296.6 l\l!D 1295.6 - TRK 3 • . .• • •• •••• 20 1295.6 Al!D 1293.6 TRK 3 ..••••••••• 25 

30 
30 
20 
10 
60 
20 
30 
40 
60 
20 
25 

~~.6 a .. d _l~.6, •. 6, -s-~~.~.,- .... . .. . ~ 
-i-aa1..J~a,id'..Tfrr:1.- .. ,rR,r-· ...... . Y~ 

;.:.·l:U~r~ • . :.:;.,,,-,i•ri~O. 
1247.6 and 1244.2 . .... . ... . . .... . 75 70 
1150. 7 and 1147 .2 ...... .. .... . . . . 60 60 

:· ... ::· . . :2.5 ~ --~if, 1134°. 6 .('Nrnout Tri<°:2) 
1130 . 2 and 1128 .7 
1128.7 and 1124.4 

...... . .... . .... 55 50 

......... ... . . •. 45 40 
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_12 _______ _.;;L..;.O_R--DS--B_U;..;R..;..G SUBDIVISION (678) El ?Aso" 1. 1. :/J:1 

Dotuoon Milo Poote 
1298,0 ood 986,6 Weotward PBOR 
(E><copt oo Below).,., , ,, , ,,,.,,,,., ?9 
1124 .4 and 1121,4 . . ... .. , . ..... , , 55 
1121. ?H .. .. "•.,.,,. ., .... .. ,, • • ?9+ 
1091. 0 and 1082, 8 .. .. .. . .. . .. . .. . 65 
1069,0 and 1065.? ,, ., ..... .. , .... 60 
1058 .0 and 1055.7 ...... , ......... 55 50 
1055. 7 (turnout Trk, 1) ....... . . . Z~ ~ ;i.e-Z5 
1055. 7 and 1052 . 4 , , , .. , . . . . . . . . . . 55 50 
1052,4 and 1051.? 
1051 ,? and 1041,9 
1041 .9 and 1036.8 
1036.8 and 1035.0 
1035.0 and 1023.1 

, , ... , , ... , , . .. . 45 
40 

. .... .. .. . .. . .. . 45 
60 

. . . .. .... , ...... 60 
1023,1 and 1018.1 - Trk.2 
1018.1 and 1012.6 - Trk.2 
1012.6 and 1010.4 - Trk,2 
1010.4 and 1005.7 - Trk,2 
1005,7 and 1003 . 8 - Trk.2 
1023.1 and 1020.9 - Trk.1 
1020.9 nnd 1009 , 4 - Trk.1 
1009.4 and 1007,4 - Trk.l 

... , .. , . 40 

....... . 28 

.. , , , .. . 35 

. , .. , ... 28 

. .. , , . , . 30 
40 
65 

. . ...... 60 

40 
40 
40 
55 
55 
40 
25 
25 
25 
25 
40 
60 
55 

1007, 4 and 1005. 5 - 1°rk. l • . . . . . . . 70 60 
994.1., - Trk,l .... . ............. 79+ 55+ 
992. 5., - Trk. l 
990,3 and 988 ',4 
988.4 and 986.6 

79+ 50+ 
45 40 
40 40 

•• Only freight trains exceeding 80 TPOB must , 
comply with speed restriction, Speed restriction 
will not apply when signal at speed restriction 
location displays CLEAR, 

Sl-03 OTHER SPEED RESTRICTIONS 

Maximum Speed 
1, Tbru Sidingo & Turnouto 

MPH 

Siding Raso ... . . . , ...... , , ... ... ....... 25 
2. DUal Control switch Turnouto 

All crossovero in Trainway . .. .. . , . . .... 10 
Crossover HP 1285.2 .. .. .... ............ 40 
Turnout MP 1278 ,0 - Trk. 2 ..... ...... .. 60 
Vail crossovers HP 1000 , 0, . , . . ......... 40 
36th Street crossover MP 987 ,7 .. ,. ,,, ,, 40 

3. Hioo. Spead Restric~iono 
o Yard lead at main·Trk . 2 and east 
end of main Trk. 5&6 HP 1298.0, . . , . .... 20 
Industry tracks, repair , store and 

.... mat,,'riai ' i:racks, 'sfiop yard dfesel .... 
service facility tracks , rip track, 
Tracks 754 through 799 (old Zone 10), 
over track sca l es in cotton Ave,,,.,.,, 
On and off turntable diesel facility.,, 
Bowie: All Arizona £astern RR tracko .. . 
Cochise: (HP 1061. 7), Arizona Electric 
Power co- op, Inc. within plant with 
bell ringing .. . .. ,, . ... , ......... . , .. .. 
Hand-- throw crossover west end of Trks, 

5 
3 

5 

5 

3&4 HP 1296, 6, . . .... , . , . , .... , , . . , , . ... 10 

Sl-04 MAIN TRACK DESIGNATIONS 
Between HP 1297 , 8 and HP 1296.6 six main tracks 
in service. 
Between MP 1296 . 6 and HP 1293,6 three main tracks 
in service. 
Between HP 1293.6 and HP 1297,0 Tracks are 
designated as follows: 
Trk , 1: North track between MP 1293. 6 and MP 
1298.0 
No. 2 Track: Second track to the south between HP 
1293 .6 and MP 1298.0 
No, 3 Track: south track between HP 1293.6 and HP 
1296,6; third track to the south between HP 
1296,6 and MP 1297.8, 
No. 4 Track: Fourth track to the south between HP 
1296,6 a~d HP 1297 . 8, 
No . 5 Track: Fifth track to the south between MP 
1296.6 and MP 1297.8. 
No. 6 Track: Sixth track to the south between HP 
1296.6 and MP 1297.8. 
Two main tracks between HP 1293.6 and HP 1278 , 0, 
HP 1134,6 and HP 1112.5, HP 1055.7 and 986.6. 
!lo, 1 Track (North track between Mescal and MP 
1008,5; South Track between MP 1008.5 and HP 
987. 7 ; North Track bet1<een MP 98'/, 1 and HP 979 , 51 
Ila, 2 Track (South Track between Mesca l and MP 
1007.9; Horth track between HP 1007 ,9 and 987 . 7; 
South Track between HI' 987 ,7 and HP 986,6). 

Sl-05 MILE POST EQUATIONS 

HP 1023.1 = MP 1021 .? 
HP 1031.3 = HP 1031.4 
MP 1037.4 = MP 1037, S 
HP 1040 . 3 = MP 1040 . 6 
MP 1044.7 = MP 1045. 2 
MP 1125, l = HP 1125, 3 

S1·06 OTC BLOCK LIMITS• Nono. 

Sl,07 ITEM 13 TRAIN DEFECT DETECTORS 
\ 1288.l \ 1144 , 9 

(#)1282.2 (4)1136 .9 
\ 1273.0 \ 1131.9 

(#)1266 . 9 (l)ll19 . 0 Trk. 2 
(#)1252 .0 (#) 1118.7 
\ 1243.0 \ 1110.5 

(#)1235,0 \ 1110.0 
(#)1224.2 (#)1102.6 
% 1213. 1 \ 1094.0 

(#)1202.3 (#)1088.2 
\ 1192.2 (#)1077 ,0 

(ff)ll81·; 2· .. .. (#)1069:3 ·• · 
\ 1174,3 \ 1059.3 

(#)1165.0 (1)1051.8 
\ 1156 . 2 \ 1046.2 

(1)1038.1 
& 1036.7 
& 1030 ,7 

(1)1025,l Tkl,2 
t 1017,5 Trk,2 

(W)l016.1 Trk ,l 
(f)lOll.1 Trk.2 
(W)997.9 
\ 991. 5 Trk1&2 

l!ill52.0 _ _____ . , .. 1041.2 ·-·- ''----- - ·-
Detectors HP 1030.7 and MP 1036 ,7 
structure at HP 1033.7. 

Sl-08 RULES ITEMS 

protect 

Rule 5,13 Dallas Yard, Bl Paso, On ~•in tracko l 
through 6, one of the following two methods of 
pl·otection or a combination of these must be 
provided: 

l. A blue signal must be displayed at the end of 
the rolling equipment OR • 

2. Whero recr.ote control switches provide direct 
access, the employee in charge of the workmen must 
tell the El Paso control operator what work will 
b~: pon<i; . El .!!~so . !'~ntr(?~. op~~!'tor. :must. the n: • • • 
a. Inform t he employee in chat"ge of the· ·workiiien • • • 
that t he switches have boon lined against movement 
onto the track and devices controlling the 
si-iitches have been· secured; •• • • • .. • • •• • •• 
b, Not remove the locking devices unless tho 
empl oyee in charge of the workmen says it is safe 
to do so. 

I 

j 

I. 
; 

I 

I. 
! 

c I 

I 
' 
I 
' .. . ! 

I 

( ~ 1--
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16 GILA SUBD 
I_ Rado Display: 

PFE Yard to Yuma ,1414 

( le Rulo CP WEST EAST Sia, Siding 
- "st 6.3 #'8 ..,. STATIONS ..... #'s fffl 

9<6.6 ABS PFEVAAD XOTV SP3l4 M (1.3) 
$.S.3 ere CHEMYAYE. X 2MT (t.4) - W .9 TIJCSOII X SP3l7 

(1,1) -$.!2.8 SOVTli YARD X 
(3.6) 

919.3 CTC STOCKHAM I SP322 7890 
(4.6) - 974.7 Kl/,'O I SP32G 8195 
{7,8) -966.9 IIIWTO I SP331 em .__ (6.5) 

~-4 NAYISl<A I SP312 8«5 .__ (7.0) 
951.4 REOROCK i . ~-- ! SP34S 8337 

(7.2) ; 
'-

!ll4.2 VMMOU. I S/>3.12 SJ.II 
(7.5) -9)9,7 PICACHO IT)( Sl'l$9 5$7&1 
(8.3) Hll677 ,____ 

m.4 TOLTEe I SPJM 8344 - (9.6) 
918.8 CASAGIWIOE I S1'377 8336 

,____ (11.1) 

( 
OIJ7.7 DON I SP3M en, 

- (9.9) 
897.8 11.ARICOPA I S1'398 1Dl9 

I-
(7.8) 

8l)),0 ENID I SP400 6359 
I-

(6.3) 
&a:).7 MOBILE I SP412 8:330 

:.-- (9.1) 
814.6 ESffiEUA I SN21 $)OS 

.___ (4.◄ ) 

870.2 SHAl'IMIIT I SP426 10m 
,____ (SJ) 

SS3.2 -- - · .... OOSOUE ... .... . ... .. I SPW ~9--
I-

(7.3) 
MS.7 G!LA I SP.WO 17014 .__ (t0.2) 
MS.5 TIIEOA I SP450 &3M ..__ (5.6) 
833.9 PIEDRA I SP~ &:392 

(9.&) - 8)),0 semma I SP~ 8369 --- (10.3) 
819.7 STAHi/iX I SP478 62~ ._ (7.6) 
811.9 AZTEC I SP464 631,8 -- (11.4) 
800.5 STOVAL I sms $356 

1--,--
(7.9) . .. 

7f!l.1 MOHAW~ I SP.\03 8401 
i.-- - - (8.8) 
( . 8 ... .. COU'REO -- • .. I SP5l2 6415", 

..___.I (7.4) .........__ 
nu NOAH I SP519 8371 

(8.4) 

!VISION 675) L 1fSO" r:-r: :J: 1 
no.o ere WEU.TON X S/>6211 21.{f (2.0) 

i---
768.0 \'/EST 1'/fUTON X 

(14.5) -m.s DOME 51'542 
(2.8) 

151).7 eTC KltnER I SPMS 8ffl 
(8.9) - 743.7 FORTIRIA I SP652 &3M 
(8.2) 

m.5 ABS EASTVARD V SPSSS 2lolT (4.7) 
~ 

732.7 YUMA 9TY SP563 

(253,2) 

Sl-01 MAIN TRACK AUTHORITY 
C'ro Bot....,en HP 737.~ and HP 985. 3; 
MP 985,2 on Nogales Lead and HP 985.5 on east and west. le!'d Tracks at. west end PFE Yard. 
ADS Det"80l>. HP 985.3 and HP 986.6 on bot.h 
tracks; 
On Trk. l ADS is in effect in the westward direction between HP 734.3 and HP 732,5 and in both directions between HP 737.4 and HP 734 . 3. 
On Trk. 2 ABS is in effect in both directions bot.ween HP 732 .S and HP 737.4, 
Yard LWt11 Between HP 985.3 and MP 986.6 on Trks. 1&2; 
HP 732 . 5 and MP 737.4 on Trk. 2. 
Rule 9.14 Applies between HP 732 . 5 and HP 
737.4 on Trk. 1. 
Rule 9,15 Applies between HP 732 . 5 and HP 
737.4 on Trk, 11 
Both tracks HP 985.3 and HP 986.6 .. 

S1-02 MAXIMUM SPEED TABLE 
Mulmum Speed MPH 

Botween Hilo Po■t1 
986 .6 and 732,7 ll'Utward PSOR PR'l' 
(BXcopt ... Below), . . ,, .,, ,,,,,,,,,, 79 65 
732.5 and 733.0 ·•··••••••••• ••••• 25 25 
733.0 and 737.6 - Trk , 2 ·· ·•·••·· • 50 50 
733.0 and 734.5 - Trk.l ... ....... 25 25 
734.5 and 737.6 - Trk.l ... ....... 40 40 
743 . 2 and 748.6 ... ..... .......... 70 65 
748,6 and 756·.2 ··- · .. .. . ... ... 40" 40-- ·· .. •• •••••••• •••••••• 756 .2 and 763 .0 ·· ••••• •• •••• ••••• 60 55 
763.0 and 770. 7 ... ... ' ········· ·· 70 65 
770.'/ and 771.0 ·· ········· ·· ..... 40 40 
775.5 .. ...... .... ... .... ,, .. ... ' 79+ 55+ 
780.3 and 781. 4 •••• •• •••• ••• •• •• • 70 65 
792.5 and 794.9 ..... ....... ... ... 55 50 
819.0 .. ..... ····· ·········· ..... 79+ 55+ 
822.4 and 825 . 3 .. . ·· ···· ··· ·· .... 55 50 
845 . 2 .. . ... . ... .... . ...... .. .. .. 79+ 55+ 
855.l and 856 ,4 ••••• •••••••••••• • 70 65 
866 ,9 and 872 .l ... .. .... .. .. ..... 55 50 
872 .l and 874.5 .. .... ...... .. .... 65 60 
874 .5 .. .. .... .. ... .. ............ 65+ 55+ 
874 .5 and 875,0 ···· ·· .. .. ... ... .. 65 60 
892.7 and 932.1 ... .. .... .. ....... 10 • 65 
932;1 ••·. ... .. . ... . . . .. . 70•" 55+ 

.. .... .. ...... ..... ........ 
932.l and 935.5 .. .. ... ·· ···· ··· ·· 70 65 
938.4 .. ••• •••••••• •• •••• ••••••• • 79+ 55+ .. .. .. .. . .. . . .. .. 944·, 5 1111 • • . ' ........ ... ···· ···· ···. 79+ 55+ 
957.0 .. .. .. . ................ ... . 79+ 55+ 
975.S and 977,8 •• •• ••••• ••••·•••• 75 65 
977 . 8 .. ..... ·········· ····· ..... 75+ 55+ 

a} 
CT ro 
)> 
-0 ro 
(0 
(l) 

!. 
I 

..r 
i 

) ___ i 
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Gll!.A SUBDIVISION (675) el f/JSO:: 1.1- #1 17 
.---- -.-,,----------------. 

lletwac,n Hilo Pooto Sl--04 MAIN TRACK DESIGNATIONS 
986,6 and 732,7 Baotward PSOR PRT Two Hain Tracka Botwoan HP 732.5 and MP 737.4; 
(Bxcopt ao Below) .. . ............ ... 79 65 HP 753.5 and HP '/70.01 
977 . 8 and 979. 4 .......... . ...... . 75 65 HP 979. 4 and 986. 6. I 
979.4 and 982,7 ................. . 50 50 
982.7 and 986.6 ... ... ,;, ........ . 40- 40 

- Botwoan Hilo Poete 
986.6 and 732.7 Heotward PSOR PRT 
(Except ao Below) ... ......... .. .... 79 70 
986 . 6 and 982.7 .......... .... .... 40 40 
982 .7 and 979 .4 ................. .. 50 50 
979.4 and 975.i ....•............ . 75 70 
955.5 •• 79t 55+ 

70 70 935. 5 and 092. 7 
875. O and 874. 5 
874. 5 •• 

. ......... ... . . ... 65 60 

874 . 5 and 873. 3 ........... , .. , .. . 
813.3 .. ....................... .. 
873.3 and 872.3 

65t ~5+ 
65 60 
65t 50+ 
65 60 

872.3 •• . ... .. . ... . ......... .. ... 65t 55+ 
872 . 3 and 872 .1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 65 60 
872 . 1. and 867. 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55 50 
867 . 3 .. 
867.3 and 066.9 
065 .1 • • 

and 856 . 4 
825.3 
794.9 
781.4 
771.0 
770.7 
763.9 . •• 
763.9 
763.0 
756. 2 
748 . 6 
737. 6 
7:}5.3 
734.5 

855. 1 

55• 45+ 
55 50 
79+ 55+ 
70 70 

and 822.4 
and 792.5 
and 780.3 
and 770.7 
and 763. 9 

. .. . .. ..... . .... . . 55 50 
55 50 
10 110 
40 40 

. .. .. ..... ... . .... · 10 70 

and ·/63. 0 
70+ 55+ 
70 70 

and 756.2 
and 7 48.6 
and 743.2 
and 735.3 
and 734.5 
and 732.5 

... .... . ... ...... . 60 

.. ........ . ...... . 40 
, ............. , ... 70 

50 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 
. ...... . .......... 25 

55 
40 
70 
so 
40 
25 

•• only freight trains exceeding 80 TPOB must 
comply with speed restriction. Speed restriction 
will not appl y when signal at speed rootriction 
location displays CLEAR . 

S1·03 OTHER SPEED RESTRICTIONS 

Ma~hnum Speed 11 
l. Tbru Sidingo · " Turnouta_;:/2.S.l!JPrL 

~Aa, Set,eHa 4 Theb4, 
l. Dual Control Switch Turnouts 

MPH 

South Yard Crossover MP 902.0 ...... . . .. 10 
TUrnout MP 979. 4 . •. , .• • .. . ... • , , . . . • • . • 50 
Turnout HP 770.9 to Phoenix Sub. HP 
770. 'I, HP 753.4 .............. ....... . .. 40 
Turnout MP 979 . 4 - Trk . 21 HP 737,6 . • . , 50 
Turnout Phoenix sub MP 979 . 7 ...... . . . . . 25 

Hise. Spood Rootrictione 
Tucson: All tracks in South Yard, East 
Yard, Yuma, Trks. 029 & 030 , West 
Yard, Yuma, all yard and Dri1l Tracks .. 5 

Sl--05 MILE POST EQUATIONS 
737.4 = 737.5 
750.6 = 750 . 7 
792. 6 :: 792. 7 . 
863.0 = 863.2 
870.0 = 870.2 

Sl-06 OTC BLOCK LIMITS• None. 

S1·07 ITEM 13 TRAIN DEFECT DETECT~RS 
m979.1 
I 976.4 
I 97 1. 6 

(1)961. 7 
, · 954.5 
\ 947.7 

(1)941.4 
\ 930·. 8 

(#)922.0 
., 912.5 
(1)902 .0 
\ 893 .6 

(¥)°888.4 
( #)078.7 
\ 873 .o 

(#)865.0 
\ 859.8 

(1)851.3 
\ 843.1 

(W)034 .9 
(1)821.8 
, · 015.6 

(1)806.6 
\ 796. 6 

(#)790.0 
I 787.5 . 
I 780.4 

(N)772.7 
(§1758.2 
\ 752.S 

(1 ) &740,2 
I 735.1 Trk.l 

Detector HP 740.2 protects bridge _nt ·HP 732.3. 

Sl--08 RULES ITEMS 

Rulo 6.32.2 Toltec1 Sound detector microphon~ 
located on mast 75 feet west of Toltec Road . 
Crossing. Eastward trains stopping west of 
crossing HP 928.6 on Toltec siding , before 
starting must sound whistle to l ower or keep 
crossing gates down. • 
Tuoaon1 Movements over Congress Street crossing, 
South Yard, must stop at stop sign and wait for 
green arrow before proceeding across crossing. 
Rulo 7 . 6 Inetructione for Applying Hand Brakoa, 
YUmA1 Freight trains- five hand brakes on west end . 
Ail hand brakes must be released and air cut in 
before shoving cars to clear in Tracks 103, 104, 
105,107, 108 , and 109. After movement is 
completed, hand brakes must be reapplied. 
tut Yard, Freight trains- Five hand brakes on_ 
west end. 
TUoaon1 Passenger trains - To prevent uncontrolled 
movement·, rail skid must bo placed under west end 
of train and a sufficient number of hand brakes on 
west . end and two . hand .brakes on. ea·st .end, . unless . 
outbound crew takes charge and engine remains 
attached. 
TUoaon and PPB Yard, 
0-2500 tons - 10 hand brakes or half of the hand 
brakes in train (which over is tho l east ) 
2501-4999 tons - 15 hand brakes 
5000- 7999 tons - 20 hand brakes 
8000 tons and above - 25 hand brakes 
All hand brakes arc t o be set on descending end. 

Hand brakes will not be applied if outgoing crew 
takes charge of train on arrival, and inbound crew 
is advised by Yardmaster that engine i s not to be 
detached and no switching is to be performed on 
the train. Hand brakes will not be applied if 
switch crew takes charge of the train on arrival. 

Hand brakes on outbound trains must not be 
·releaiied u.n:~il qpgin<1 :i.s c/ivpl eil.: .to t~_ain; . ;iir 
test colllpl eted, and blue s ign r emoved . 
Rule 7,? Tuoaon1 Cars must not be kicked or 
.<!roPP!'.d a.I! . any _track. _i_n Sou.th _'fa,d, .. .. . . . . . .. 

)> 

ra 
-
--i 
ll) 

Q: 
ro 
}> 
'U 
ll) 
(0 
ro 
"7' 
"7' 
"7' 

:t!:1!;! !'~r~~~:d ~~~~~tf~~•a~:~np~!:~a~erail on '-
east or west lead, a movement wil l havo ooven 

\ 
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Amtral{ 

Rtdlol>(s la. 
EulY1:dbhu.,1CHrMJ 
NubRV.-e.,\t•UM l'◄ IJ 

CP WEST ... V STATIONS 
EAST $1~ 

,A 
,., 

l&'¼l 

n s,~ 

I'{« 

) Sl!<.8 

!WI 

I Y$)i 

·-
"6$1 

r.m 

14 

Slfrg 
lut 

Pli 

W2 

(£<l) Sl.01 MIJN 'JRACKAUTHORITY 
CTO ll•tv-■n1 

KP 132,( (8Pl3)) ,M KP "11,l cs,ut,, 
KP ,01,6 ISPUO} u~ MP !Ut .5 (U!ltJ . 

ere Jn eff•,t cnr 
COMtctlon ,uek froa usco IHP 5Jt. 9 
ort 'tik,'2) lO 1>:sr (tNSF d1aM tl 11721, 

l\lh 9,U/,,1$ )dlftUI 
HP 1)7,5 Md ~p 132,4 1'd: , t, 
JIP u.1,1 &114 r., '°'•' ? ch, 1n. 

Yat4 Lb,1h ll1lvun1 
>tP UJ.5 a.r.dMf llZ,4 Trl.l, 

AU ••tvun1 
MP Ut,l AM KP ( Ot,, Tllt, JUJ 
"' 1n., HA Kt 134,) vutwud & tUt\llld Ttl,11 
Mt l)J ,6 and Mt 132.4 ustwud l t.'UtWUcl 

Trl.,2f 
HP llLl and Jilt ll2,◄ vutVAtd Crn Ttk,1. 

LOSA1:GElESAJc1 lkn1hU1 Ho.. 3 - Ef.eWt·e:&/ISl2000 

39 
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r:'o==ffi'l'-:::===---- - Y:.:U~M~A~S::.:::,UBDIVISION 10943\ Sl-02 MAXJ.~Ui,I spieo TAB Le 
Jh)lmL,m 6pud 

lttVU,, HiltfOSU PSCk ru 
tetvun Klhpost• 
53',5 ~ 1:n.1 Eutvud 

UPH 
HCA FfcT 

(£xctp\: a, lolov) ••• ,. , .,.,,,,,,,,. 'Jf 65 638.~ and 5JS,0 ,.i-\,2,,,,, , , ,, , , , , l-0 ,a 
538,S at\d 639,0 Tik,1 .. ,,. , . .. ,,., 30 JO 6lt,0 a.v.l SCO,O,,., .. ,.,, ,, , , .. , , , (0 ~ 
SCO,O " 'llk,t .. , , ,. ,., ,. , , •• ,,,.,. (Ot •5♦ 
aco.o &M sc1.1 . . ....... , . .. ,, . . .. , o so 
SU ,l and 5t~.3 .. ,., . ., ... ,. ,, ,. .. ,o ,o sis.1 and •u.2 .................. . ss so 511,2 u <:! SSC.I .. ,, .. ,.,, ......... CO 40 
SSt,t aad &,0,2 .... . .. . ,,,,,, , , ,,,, (O 60 5(0,2 &Ad s,1,J, ,,, , ,, ,,.,,, , , • .• • SO 50 
5♦1.l J:ld 6l,,5,,,,,, . .,,, .. .,,,,, $0 Co 
61'•' ud IIO,O••••• •••• •• • •• • • ••• 45 40 sto.o u d &ts.o ...... , ...... ,,, , .. !.O to 
5-15.0 and :11,.0 . . ... , ..... , ....... ,o♦ 40t Ut,O .tnd l tl ,5, .,.,,., ,,,,,.,.,,, (0 50 
s,1., ar.d S!t.!. ............. .. , ••• C'l <O 5!1.S 1:r.d (00.6 . • , . •• , ,,. ,. • , •••.• 151 lO 
COO.! • •,,, ,,, •., ••,, • • •, , •• ,,., •, 19 $Sf. 
<00.5 an.d <ot ., .... ,. .. ,. , , ... , • .. 19 ,o 
cos., and ,o9.'i t\Jn10"11t•\'1k.2 ••• , )0 30 
(09.l 6.-.d U2,1 Trt,2 •• ,. ... , ... , . 50 50 Ul,l and '18,4 Tt.k.2.,,, ,.,.,, ,,. 10 60 
(0,,1 tJri 01.4 TU.1,.,.,., ,,.,,, ~ .ft 
,11,4 &nd ,11,1,.,. ,., ••• . ........ SO fO 
,1t1t t.n-1 ,21.4 ,., . .,,., . • . ,, . , .,, ,s (O 
,2,.C &Ad 6JO.O .. , .,, • ,. , • ,. , ., .. , lt (0 
'12,0 an1. ,1s.1 ............ . . . ... . 1s cs 
63$.I • •• •••••••• •• ••• • ••••••••••• l s.t- &St ,,s.• ,n,J ,,o., .................. , 15 ,s cc,,t +,-, • ., • ••.,., , •. ,. , • ., ., , • . • 1'9 6S♦ u,., tn4 ,sc.c ................. . , 15 ,s 
,st.4 ••• ...... , ... ,. ......... , ... l6t $~t 
CS4.4 a,,d. css., . ., , .,, •• • . .. ,. ... , 15 65 
,s5'.6 ead ,s, ., .... ... ............ 10 ,s tS9.f • • . .... , • • , , , .. . .. , . . • , •.•.• lOt, ,,., 
6'19.1 &>ld 661 .1 . • .. ,, ... , • • • • • ,., • 10 CS 
(Cl.I • 1• • •••• • ••••••• "' ,., ,, • •• , l Ot $St ,,1.1 and C~t.◄•• • • ,. , ,.,, •• , . .... 70 CS 
,.,.. I• . ......................... lat- !St-
'''·· e.nd '1,.e . .............. . . , • 10 ,s ,1,.e •• .......... , .. . ...... . ..... 10• 5!»t 
,1,.1 AM tlO,O • .,., ..... .. ....... 10 (S 
(15,1 • • •• • ••• •• .. •• • •••••••• • • ••• 19 15St, 115,0 • •• •••• , • •••• • •• ,, ••••• •, •,. lt 65• 
116,1 •••. • •, ••• . . , , . ... , •• .• •, , •, lt 55t 
112,1 • • •• •, ••• , ..... •.,,, ••• ••• .• ,., 45t-
123,l en,J l2J.9, .,., .,., •• , ... . ... CO to 
1tl.9 and 117 .o,, ••••• •• • • , •• •• ••• CO -40 '1)1.0 a..\d lJJ:.1, • .,.,,., . .••. , , , •• tO 50 
ll2.I • nd lJl. O ............. , •• , ., 2$ 2~ 
1)).0 ud 131,5 Y.i'k.2 . .,, • •• • , ... , M SO 
1n.o Uld 7lt .5 Ttk.t ............. 25 25 
lJ(.5 and. Ul,5 'rrk.1 ... ,. . .. , , .. , (0 40 

137.1 ar,d !iU.5 lfu t1.1ud, 
(E:irc•pt •• ltlov) .. .. , ., . • •• , . • • .•• 1, 10 111.s ar.d. ,1s .1 ., •••• ,,,, •.•• ••• ,. 60 5G 

1J5. 3 artS ,l(,$., , .. •• .. ,. • ., ..... CO 40 
134,& ar.d. 132.1 .......... , . . .... ,. 15 2S 
111,1 1r.d 121.0 .. ........... .. .... ,o ~o 
121.0 arid 12].t ••• • •••• •• ••• . •• , ., CO 40 
11l.t ,it.d 12J.1.,.,. ,.., ,. ••• .,. ,. (O 50 
1,1., ••• •• • ••• ••• ••• .... . •• • •• ••• 19 5St 
,ts,1 ••• .. •••••••• •· ••· ··••• •"" 1t &St lto.o er.d ,ss., ... . ...... .. .. •••• • 10 10 
fi(O.!il.and- ,12.0 ...... .. . . . ,., .. , ., 15 10 
,21.4 aM 618.1,. .... ., .. , ••, • • • ., 45 CO ill . I ard , 11,4,.,.,.,.., ........ ,. SO $0 ,u .,c ar.d. o,.o 'id:,l,., •• ,, . • . ,,. 10 50 
'13.0 ar.d 610,S Trk,l ... ,. ••• • •• •• !O 50 Hl,4 ard '°9.l 'ftk,2 ... .. ..... ,,. f() 4♦ 
,0,.1.,-~ ,o,., (t\llll,')~1;1'0..2) .. , 50 30 
(03,0 ao4 5tl.5 ••• ., •• •• •• , •••• , •• 19 GO 
691,S IU1 s,1.5 ..... . ........ ., ... ,s ,o 
591. 5 ar.d sts.o ............ ..... .. ,o 55 
5tS.O atd &10,0 • ., •• •• ., .... , ., , ., 50 45 
510.0 •&4 s,,., ......... . ....... ,. 45 cs 
Sll,l aM 5(J.3 .. ... . ..... •• • • •••• &O 50 $(3,3 at.d 5(0,2, ......... ,. .. ,..,. 60 40 s•o.t etd. sst.t,, . ... , .. ..... ..... "' co .55C,I ar,d 141,2 .. ,.., .. .. ., ... ., .. 40 CO 
54t.2 .,.-J 545,3,. ................. 55 40 
545.l at.cl !Cl . 3 .,. ... . ,. , ..... ,.,. (O -tO 
6U.3 ar.d 1-10.0.,., •• , ,,.,,., •• .,, (0 50 ,,o.o "i'U, 1 ••• ,. , •• , , ., ., .... , ., , (O• t 5+-
$l0.0 ■nd 539.0 .......... , .. . ..... ,o 50 
&39. 0 •r.d !,31.5 1,k.1 ... , • ... • •, • , 30 30 
Slt.O and &31,5 'ftk.1 • .,,,, . ,. ,,,, !O JO 
... Oftlt fo19ht treb., Ucttdinq 10 trol nut 
~~1~~1 !!p~:• :~.~• :::~:11:~ •. ;!::d ,!:::~!~t~n toeatloo dhJllaVS CLUJ., 

&1-01 OTHER 6PEEO RE8TfUCTION8 
NIXlmum $pod. MPK 

1. ThtU Ud.l rv;• • \'\lrn'>Ull 
Udt~s Clyde, Oh.o.Jt, Irh, MortrAr, >Utand(tou>i>, rettui, rhn~t, Th<111a.&d t&Jt11',,, •• •, •••••••••••.•••..• 25 
Vc■t lllltc11 Jct-Dtck. •idtr.9 . • , •.. , •• .• , 15 

I. Dnl coatto1. fllltch 1\lnc-.ah CP Hlll Ifft u, .• , t1:1rnc-1t to 2KT1a,.. so 
.a.r-u, Wot Pair, Eptlri?I, Ca~non, 
Jll\J\fr~, Juocont, Mll\c!.a, Otd·oy,, •••• 40 
lllnterh•vtn ••• , •• , , • , • , •••.,., •••••• •• , 35 

l. )<ho. IIHd .HhtcUoJ\s 
Train• )'.1r.dli1"4 dktn.Uonal and U(CIU dt.•ns lenal tq_'.l.l.pzt nt betvun MP ~u .o and Mt> 539, 0 •. .•• • , ••• •• .•••• , .. . , •• ••• 30 COf\J\t<;UM tuck bttllltt\ U5CO lit. Vtrnon .nd 1~$1' • • •••• •• •• , .,,.,,,,,,,., 20 
Hll,u,d '-'./ti both l~;, . . .... ,, ..... ,., . . 10 
11,'SF TlL'\Yhr '\'.UCtt 
JIISF )Ii) :r.t ar.d VIAA MP 5,a., 1r 1t U,. 10 
Yu.a. AM ta.st Yard Yu•r all yud 
taack•• •• •••• ••••• •• •• •• •••• • •• •••••••· '~~1rr1:~!!t l}~!:,d,:~:"tl~~ ~=(;~:l:PHJ I 
l,n, to 1.r,d. .in-=hdh7 tt, 29/30 awltcl\, tuck 2' nd JO to AM 1nch:d1b] ku.4 thto·.r C tOUOYtl at Ult yud. 

LOS A!IGElES ,m T)r,111ti. 110. S - Et,<Vn: f/llmOO 

Amtrak <::fs UP-034 Revised EffectlveAprll 1, 2010; UP '~ 
Amended by ACC UP-034 Effective April 1, 2010 
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YUMA SUBDIVISION !09431 
61-GI MAIII TRACK DE$!011ATIOIIO 
Tvo r..Un tuok• 1i,1.vun1 

HP 1'1,$ et.d HP U2, f/ 
HP ni.t a:d HP 12s.e:, 
HP '11,l ar.d HP (Ot.,1 
HP, ... , u.f HP &n,r.. 

C1Jrunt o f Traffiot "utward on fd;,l htwnn 
X} 131 . & ar.d }fP 132,4. 

Sl-10 au-,,HUS TRACKS 
TrukNur,e MP 8TA.118 
J.tdlands •.• , • . , .. . • . , . . . . • •....•.•• ,r,c , . s U 151 
r1 c-,co . , , , ... . ..... . . , .. .......... ss-2,e UH2 
lack fnd: ITd; 2) llut SM.lt<b ...... . 5'1.6 nu, 
Jeck tu.cl. (f,t t) rnt bitch. ,, ,, • . sn., SP134 
Sl,11 l~OUSTIUAllEAOS CP nnt1 OU rul.n tutt on h'ya t r.ch ~ ~C-."lnU:t, 

t6 c•tucfco scb. t dulgn1ud a.s "JUhr.d J c t,"' . 
ce ncn, bol9natcd •• "HUaM. c,ouc.vu1•, 
CP IH011 Dui9111hd U ~1ho:1sim-:I Poth: . .,-
Cto,,v,e-i.•, 

!ir:!:!d{::n~u::iii~)~:•J;:~~) to kP fl 4,.0, 
KuJro:,3 Gron ~"ti9bt1 143 T0s, 
b l <'~ti~ Intt rl«Ur,g fl>iSIJ l cx:&ltd •t 
'" ,,1.8 btNten Or,,.r.qe C• ntn ~ l c«A Avt, 

61.0S IAIL£PO3T EOUATIO!IS . J,ont. su,lntu T,eckc IIP Sta.i's 
Colton •• . ••.• , . . •.. ..••..•.. . , 539,0 tX149 

g).Of RCL OPERATIONS• Uont. orllld "i'eruc:e . .. . . . . ...... . . . , ~•1.2 c>CJSO 
Hlgl-,?rc.n: . . .. . ............ . .. , 5t 2.3 C.>UU $!-07 ITEJ.I 1) TRAIii DElfCT D<TECTORS ou.e.,e c♦n.ter , ...... .. . ·····,, 641 ,3 CXU2 

' ns .t • '51 ,( 10 £10 ,0 lo-,.oa A·,•• ............. . .... .. . 5(4,2 CX1Sl • 129. 9 ' 
'50,1 ' 510,2 

UI IIJHJ , l • CH ,0.1 10 55&,0 

' 115,0 ' m., • 5~2.7 co 110 ,1 co ,n,o ' SU,2 
111 700 ,l • ,u .• CU flU,1 

' 0 3,t 111 (00 ,5 ,., ,n.t 
• ' ,ot.t 

\ ,u .o Ill Hl.O 

Mveulde \Jc t . I 1 ♦ 0 •• .. o o · • • •• • 515,4 CX154 

Sl-12 TOIIIIAOE RUTIUCTIONSl7POB 
)tu.!DJ.a orou lf'1911t1 UI 7ons, 

~~:!::.1,a.1t,: 
To.uPul>"1ntm.'e M•>:lmumSs,ud. 
Btak•kd•: 

I0«hu ltUA I 65E70.'I ,. , oo.s • 5!99,t 
\ u1., lfJ !112 ,C 

111 C'2 ,5 • 3SO,O 
Ill '57,2 • 672, 1 . r.t«ctot 123,l p1ot1cts bt ld9a at Y.e 132,J • 

61-01 RULES l t"ruS 
1.ul• 6 . 201 Do not ltav• wnatttrAtd tca.Ua couplt d 
t o anotMr tr•Jn. 
J.111' t . 12.2, !$St 11\tetl od;l n;-wut Colto:u U nl u ~n r.1tn t uc):1 fr<a U u,., to 11ut\.•acd. 
•lgruh just u1t ot lliSF o roni nJ Hi 5ll,l , 
IQ-...en '"ut ward Jntf:clecUnt 1ignal HP SU,"J oi 
taslwud intnl ocUr-7 1f9n1l MP sn. , display• a 
$TOP l. r.dlC'Uioh, attn ttc.pplfli train Ot •~ltl.t C'Jst nctlve Hthorlty fr:co UfM t utn d11p1tcht1 

!!tt!~:;dfr~! :~;~\~J:•:1:;!t~:~ ::~:!: 
autMrhl~ ce>l'ant Jnto )),/Sf Jnttrlod:lr,f 
llalh. 
R\ll• P,11. letvn !\ Y\z:L& ant rut Y1td1 TtaJfts ar.d •01lnn aay .n,Ut Tr'k,l oc Tcl ,2. &t a M.l>d-
<9tra.ttd 5\litc1'. only afttr nolvht aatbo.tity 
ftOD t h• Trtl n Dllpatd'.er, 
P.ula 10.11 A.tiodty to utu tfC n u t Uut l:t 
ttCt1Yt4 befOlt tMUir,1 tht (OhlllCtlOn t ract at 
014 Coltoo y.u:d• Ht 01',I, ~flu nthorlty ls 
JC<tiud, a CttV ,it®tr r.ut lint t h hu.d-<9Uatfd Wltch ud wait 6 biMto, Tht l(.c;Yt~tnt 
r:ay tb.Hl t nlt\ thl COMtetlon tu~l. 
l\lh .S0,13 1 AP.PHU to ush(Hd )IUUl\g'f!t trains b lU."tU HP au .o •n.i lu.c:.ont, and to \.'Ut l.'ud 
pauu~g,n. t r•lH bthlUJ\ }Cf $".o a.r,d XI 50.5. 
ivh U ,11 Cr&dt hcnt:ttnt1 Do r.ot ti• \Ip •nd. 
Ju.vt • t rAlh uatt.Pdtd. hhtun Gau,t t ar,d l.<4'.a 
111\da ClOIIO't'tU uhn t ru k h!.s dei::all 

h Httction. 

I0•lo1CO tuA E0E6&1/ 
1001101'1 ltUA EO 
Ovrf 1)2 l tuA 145 ' on ducu1"1nf vrdu tttvun Lee• I.I nda,., $ 41 ,l u..d Carnet MP sn.o t11.t rollc.vinf ublt nut bt 

und to dtttmlftt o .e ~ l lN'l illC'Jablt apud 
tall&J int o acco•nt th• fct.Jght tnt n•• TJOI and 
YtDl:A, 

:!~::~ Sra.\:e: 
TonsP,<l>tll>ffllc ML'dni'.Jm 8pt1d: 
8nbM,: 

I O«lus 2Y.l«kJs HortwkUon 
251» I0300 30 
300+ I04» 2.l 
◄?~lollOO 20 

&OHolOO 2S0 tt Jc.st :o 
260o I0300 25 
S(o+ lollOO 20 

10,110 130 260«1Hs 25 
250+ lollOO 20 

I SO• lo HO &OO«kn 20 
A tuJ.n t hat uc"d• t►.• tabh, ont thlt l')JIUllncu dyDWc bralt hU:ort, Ot u th• USC of toll dycwJ.c huh u.d an 11 po,,r,c\ bra\e pl11e 
ndacttCf\ Wlll M t CCl'lttol th• train a t t h, 

:!}ti:t!~t ei:~, 1i!~e!
1:!~ ;:•~,!:e!t°:!~~~. tt,, tutn 1Nst not procud ul'ltll a.ddltlon•\. 

~!~:7!~c~':~1 s;,::r:i:~!d :~~;!:an~:ctd, oc 
l'~ltlcn. The t r.tJn nut Mt _procud uc•pt u 
lnsuucud by the dtstrlct H11u.91:r or Opauting 
tcactlct-e. 
Y.u:IPm,o allovUl o tpe1d a_ppltu ntJL rh.e lud. 
UJllr,t nl\fflu KP ~41.l or XI 51t,O, 

Sl-01 fAA EXCEPTEOTMCKS 
YU>.11 Y.rd.1 All Yatd tuc:h ucctpt -
OU, OU, 110, lU, C ,a ~l'I tht Gila C'uhdhidon, 
l'aUWI! tn.cb 33, H I 35 
lndJ01 All y..id tndt , 
Old Col.lon1 AU yud tud.t, 

l OSAHOElEShe11l'neltllt Ho. 3- EJJec;ve: 6/f&flO(la 
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Amended by ACC UP-034 Effective April 1, 2010 



Reply Exhibit A 
Page 56 of 95PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED

PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER

17 

YUMA SUBDIVISION (0943) 
S!-13 TIWN L'AXE-UP RESTRICTIONS 
C'OUPLtf\ Lt.Kl TS I 
On a..u:e.ndt ng 9ndn l:..tvUl'I d u l9n1t t d lJDlU, 
tht uoont or trd Ung t o.,nt.gt l>fMnd • en s:.•nt r.ot: excud tbt tOM11f lhtcd in tht 'Coq,ltt &.1N h 1 hhle. \lhtn tuln Jr.ch::dU lrf/ ,,tlptt tb1lnt po:,itlon~ wUhlh tht tuUJ1,1 t0Ma9t 
::~ :si~;, t::la~!:f!,.,!~; !:~:1:t~:~hd )y the 

KJ).tlpl)' the UA. Ctqu1V•ltnt ru .. •tttd Mlu) o{ lh htlptc l:,,j t>.t hctot •230•. S'vbtU~t thJI tonnaot frM tht toUl tulltnJ t ocuot Nhtr.d a ur, fht Un.al 1i9Ut J9 tht aelHl tullh\g 
toM■Qt YMch r...on t cceyly "'"1th t ~c 'Cotphr 
I.ID1t' table, 

cwoltr Llmlls T•bl• 
Ttullory Ehnd'ud Couple, 1Vl)h61r,ngth 

Ccuol•r 
c,y., IIA.,lo U<» ♦1(~ 
Bnunml 
W> 6145 lo WP $63.2 SI<» noo 

Ucb cat 1S to te co,_.ldtttd cqutppl<S with a 

1!~~:l'~~Fil~rtt:~ ~~:!;J\!:pt:~i :::1 U C can, covtud hc?pu c.ta ud cais du lgnt.d to CAU.Y 'IOIC VAt\9 and/or c@tUntH au tqdpptcl vlth high stxtngth c<itlpl■ n-, If 1t I • not l no;m ~::1:,~:\r c:'~~~t~:!t~~v~•l!!~~: at tht c~.rpln cuttng JdentltiC'-4itl01\ l OC"•Ud M t op or the ~wplu, A hlgh atru4th cocplu wlU )Ian t>ia l•ttu "£• o.c •ix• u l he l ast chau~tu(■J or t.dt.ntlfic-ati on, txa:r()ln or high llttt1,2 th 
c<Y.zphc ldtnt10cat1cns 
ut E«'HJC. sn<oct. u oot, crsnwu. 

~1•1' !11$C. IHSTRUCTIONS 
kuhlott-d. vn.c1u 1 Ch••x\t l oc«:ctivu au proMblttd on the t oll«dt.9 Sndotly ltatls at hoat 
tOi (Ahbnt: Ke.Jnl 

:g 1;~~!1
: :~:i~lh) 

tll ICtcNu -. I.an ~ply) 
101 (Sotma l'l.d flci) 
... (hiU ey ISu dJ 
lfut Colton TurJ.nal 1'._dlo CoettlJnlcaUOr.s I On othu t>i•n n.1in tract:., all aatt:rtnt11 uctJ,lt yard i::~1,r:~, t ~'~!i~r~t!':•:~/r~hfe~ (ALUl) 
vJJl vn u-dlo cha.nratl SO·SO to-c: all/ tuG111al or POYtrAnt in.,tncU~ . 

:~~?!~!:r:1~n:,.,.1~ll~\~:!! ~:~~f cf!!~.lt@ for l ocal n aid•nh1 conalder the fol1 culng whtn opu atlng oo n■trlctive a19nal indlca.thns btll'Un Hlrrh a t.-! o,d-.,q, 
• 1,."estv•rd tr.ins sho11ld not,, ... siqnal at Hf :iS2.1 whtn indlcatlon it t:ou: rutdcUvt t han. Ad''lanc• J.p;noaeli, c1:1h.s• t otal tub, hn,;ith h l ns t han. ,, aoo Cc.•t• 
• Jf dgn!ll ,at Mf 02. 1 dJaplay• M·ta.nct. 1,ppUACh an4 tctal tuln ltn-Jth b b u than. f,tOO f ut, hdh aa.y pund t o Liv• o,t c.:-iyon roJ.d cronlng, contact Dhp .1tchu btfort con.tJn'Jlng to o,&uy. 
• WhM poss1bh, if t otal tnln h~th .xcud• • ,,100 fut, r.tNln hhlnd d9naL at MP ss1:.1 ,ntU ai9HL dllplay, Cltar, oz: whu. inrtncttd: by DllpHchtr, 
All 1'11ht•t4 hAln• nHt 110',t 1:oll at tut J.ogou for •01dn Patrol Udh h.JptcUU alUtU otht tw.ln tnunctcd \TJ th• 'i'rf.ln Dh1atcher 01 by VS: Jordu: 1&ttol A9tnt • 
Yur.at I ut ... a.rd fni9ht tult,s r-u•t 1top at t ht l1b'.1ay fHP 'JJ4.0J fot cuw chft?t \lduo 
~!!!:.'!:!, n:!!!

1
!:1½Y ,:~a!~c!1; t : ~::•:~1ot to 

trdn'• Hrhal, 

Y~ ••con:ur.t Jnsh.c:ct1,r.11 
Uu hlt.d hr al.cs on 1-'Ut • n.d of all y,ud tucb. 1.11 har.d ~,.\cs Mlt t:e uhncd u.d •lr Cl:lt tn. hfou •>.oviro ou to clter l n tnch 103-105 &tA 107-109. Aftu: covucnt b cccphtd1 har.d buhs wnt 1-c u.applttd. 
haur.cal f.dpat l n1t.roctJon11 Y.tlJHt conslstt aut not h placed in JNltiple k"lth 101.d co.n,1at "'>.tn •n'I pat.t: ot t u.in le bctwun 
l,<Ol Lt..nda (KP 541.l) a.nd ltaucont (Kt Hl.411 o-c: hNttn Xf SU.2 ard Gatntt fHP SU .OJ . 

Ktlptt Ccn,-s on d"2 ty at 1-itst Colton ra11t cell D11patcbu or Couidor M&IUf H Cot 11\Stntctlons and to vuiCy trantipoctation hu bun u1hd, 
Ap.x& Atrtttnc:ts to at•t.1oa -';111( tt[U to HP su., 

l.OSA\"GElESku Tlmtld(e l-lo. 3-Ef,'tef\•t:f/ltl/2\)0& 
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UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY 

------------- ----------------- DOCUHBNT T8XT -- -- -------------------------
LOS ANGBLllSAllEA TlMll1'AULE NO, 3 

EFFECTIVE JUNE 18, 2006 
u• YUMA SUDDJVISION GENERAL ORDER NO. 36 u• 

PURPOSE: 
Reisoued due to technical problem. 

SI-03(1): Remove Glamie from list of 25 MPH sidingo. Speed 
defaults to 30, 

Subdivfoion instructions not modified by thio General Order i:-emain in 
effect. 

- -------------------------------- --------------------F,[IJIEC'fJVB1 l436, NOVJll\lDER 11, 2009 

CANCELLATIONS: 
This oi:-dei:- cancels all previous O1:'ders fol:' the YUMA Subdivision. 

S1-00 - STATION MILES 
Effective 0700 on January 11, 2009 change station page at and between W, Gai:-net and Thermal to l:'ead, 

620 ,2 

615.0 

604,S 

597.7 

592 ,0 
590.6 

589.0 

------1-···· ·-······--····-··l·····--1···---crc ISP620 TIIBRMAL ISP677 I 
2MT I 5.2 I 

----- ----------------- -------1------sP&is COACHBLLA (ll-2)X SP682 I 
4.1 
----------------- -------1------

;~;:~-----------: SP686 __ , _____ _ 
SP605 MYO~A (11-2)X SP690 I 

6,e I 
SP598 RIMLON (11-2) X SP701 

5.7 
----- ----·-·····---·-· l·--·---
sPs92 SALVIA Trk.1 I SP705 6632 
SP590 3.0 

SP589 GAR!lBT (ll-2)X 
1 .1 

1----- -----------------ISP580 W, GARNET Trk,2 I SP708 4473 
I 6,2 

1----- -----------------

Amtrak ~ UP-034 Revised Effective April 1, 2010; UP 9?YL-
................... ... f:'.'!!'!.'!.C!.8.~.bJ: ~CC UP-034_ ~ff~cti_ve_Af?'.(I 1, 2~1~ 
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Change Track Layout color for entire subdivision to red, show 2 main tracks between Garnet and Thermal, 

Previous changes below remain in effect , 

:::1.1:e _ s,::ion ::::t,::::e::lorado_ an:P:::t Yard to 
2MT 1,9 

read, 

-----1-----------------735.6 SP736IPACIFIC (11-2)X 
12,9 

732,7 YUMA D'l' SP563 
732,4 I------

ICTC SP733 

Change character (11) at tho following atations to read (11-2), West Palm Springs, cabazon, Denning, Beaumont, Hinda and Ordway. These changes must be indicated in eaoh employee timetnble, 

$1-01 • MAIN TRACI< AUTHORITY 
Bffective 0700 on January 11, 2009, change entire main track authority cell to read, 
CTC between, 

MP 737 .5 (CP SP738) and MP 530.5 (CP SP538), CTC in effect on, 
Connection Track fr01t1 CP SP540 (MP 539.9 off Trk.2) to DNSF (DNSF channel 7272), 

S1-02 - MAXIMUM SPEED TADLR 
Bffeotive 1600 on July 23, 2009, change entire speed table t o read, 
Maximum Speed 

530,5 and 732,? Eastward 

MPH 
PSR FRT 

(Bxoept as Below) , , , , , , , , , . . . , . , , 79 70 

538 ,5 and 538.6 .................. 50 so 
530.6 and 538.8 ... , ..... . .. ,, .. ,. 30 30 538,8 and 544 ,3,,,,,,,,,,,,,, .. ,, 60 40 544.3 and 545 ,3, .. ,,., ........ ,,. 55 40 
545.3 and 540.2 .. .. ,,, .. , .... , .. , 50 40 540,2 and 554,8 Trk,2,,,,, .... ,, 40 35 
548.2 and 554.B Trk.l,,,,, ..... , 45 40 554,0 and 560.2, ..... , .. , . ... , .. , 60 40 
560.2 and 562.9 'l'rk.2, ......... , 40 35 560,2 nnd 562.9 Trk.1., ....... . , 50 dO 562,9 and 576 .6 .................. 60 40 
576.6 and 589.5,,,,.,.,,,,,.,,,,, 50 40 589,5 and 618,3., ........ .. ... , .. 70 70 618.3 and 618.9 ... , .............. 70 60 618,9 nnd 620,2,, .. ,,.,,,,,,,.,., 79 70 620,1 and 620,2 Turnout Trk.2 . . . . 30 30 

Amtrak ~ UP-034 Revised Effective April 1, 2010; UP .:. ~n---
Amended by ACC UP-034 Effective April 1, 2010 



Reply Exhibit A 
Page 59 of 95PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED

PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER

20 

620. 2 and 633. 7 ......... • •.• • ••• • 79 65 
633. 7 and 634, 6, . .. , . , . , . .. , , .. . • 70 60 
634,6 and 667.B . . . ..... . ....... .. 79 65 
667,8 *• · , .. , . . , , .. , , .. , .. , , .. , , , 70+ 55+ 
667 . 0 and G69.4 ... . . . , ........ .. , 79 65 
669 . 4 **·, ... ... ...... .... . ..... . 70+ 55+ 
669.4 and 676.8 ... . .... , ...... . .. 79 65 
6'16 ,8 ... . , , . • . , . , . . , , , .• , , . .• , . , 70+ 55+ 
676,8 and 605,8,, . . . , , ...•....•• • 79 65 
685 ,0 ** ·,,,,,, ..• , , , , .. , . . , , , , , , 79 55+ 
605. o and '115 . o . . .. . , .. , .. ...•• •• 79 65 
?15 . 0 .. . , . . ... , , , .. . , ...•...••. , 79 55+ 
715,o and 716.0., , . .....• ..• •• • .• 79 65 
716.8 ......... ., .... , ....... , .. , 79 55+ 
716,8 and 722,8 .... .... ........ .. 79 65 
'/22,8 **·, . .... . , .. . , , .... , .. .. , , 79 45+ 
?22.8 and 723,1 .. .............. .. 79 65 
723,1 and 723,9, . ....... • .. , ••••• 60 40 
723.9 a nd '/26,8 ................. . 45 40 
726.8 and 731.8 ...... .. .... ... , .. 60 50 
731.8 and 732.0., ....... . ..... . .. 50 40 
732.0 and 732. 7 . . .. ..... ,.,, .... , JO 25 

732.7 and 538.5 Westward 
(Except as Bel ow) •• ........ ,,, ,., 79 70 
732,7 and 732 . 0 ...... ,,, .. ,,, .. ,. 30 25 
732 ,o and 731,8, . . . ,, . . ,., . •. , .. , 50 40 
731.8 and 726.8, • .• . ... . ... •. . ••• 60 50 
726 . 8 l\nd 723,9 , , , .. , , , , • . , , • . , , , 45 •o 
723.9 and 723.l . ,, . . . ..... , ..•.•. 60 40 
723.1 and 721.6, ... . ...... . •...• . 79 70 
721.6 ** . ... .. . . ' ......... . . . • • • • 79 55+ 
721.6 and 695. 7 .... , , ... , ,., .. . • . 79 '10 
695,7 • • o o Io Ott t • • t I o I• o t t t O ♦ 0 O t t 79 55+ 
695,7 and 634 , 6 . . . . ,., .. , ... . •. • . '19 '10 
634,6 and 633 ,7,, , .,,, , , , ,,,,,, ,, 70 60 
633,7 and 618,9.,, . . . ,,, ... ,,, , . • '19 70 
620,2 and 620. 1 Turnout Trk.2, .•• 30 30 
618.9 and 618 .3 ....... . .. . ,, , . • ,. 70 60 
618.3 lllld 589.5., . , .,. ,.,,,., ... . 79 70 
589,5 and 576.6.,, . . . , . . . . ,, .. ,,, 50 40 
576,6 and 562, 9, .•• , . , . • .•. , , , , . , 60 d0 
562,9 and 560 . 2 Trk ,2, . . . ... . . , , . 40 35 
562 , 9 and 560.2 Trk ,1 ,, , . ,. , . , , . , 50 40 
560 . 2 and 554,8 •. .. .. , ...... , . ,,, 60 40 
554,8 and 548,2 Trk.1 ,, , ,. ,,.,, , , 45 40 
554,8 and 548 .2 Trk.2 ............ 40 35 
548.2 and 545.3 ..•..... , ... , . , • • • 50 40 
545.3 and 544.3 ..............•.•• 55 40 
544.3 and 538 . 8 .. •. . ... .. . . ,, • • ,. 60 40 
538.8 a nd 530 .6 .... , , ,. ,, ,., ..•.. 30 30 
538,6 lllld 538.5.,,, . . . , ,.,.,., .. , so 50 

•• Only freight trains exceeding 80 TPOB rnuet comply with speed 

Amtrak d UP-034 Revised Effective April 1, 2010; UP ~~ 
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restriction, $peed restriction will not apply when signal a t speed r estriction l ocation displays CLEAR. 

Sl-03 • OTHER SPBED RESTRICTIONS 
Delete from part 11 
Glamis, 'l'houeand Palms........ .. ........... 25 

Add to part 1, 
Thermal. . . , ...... . . . ,,,,,,,,,,,,, , ,,,,,,,., 30 

Adel to part 2 \Index •oroesovoro •, 
Pacifio, Coachella, Myoma, Rimlon , 
Garnet, ; , ... , . , .. , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , 50 

Dol e to the following from p art 31 
Yuma and East Yard Yuma, all yard 
track11, , , , . , , , , .. , , , . . , , , , , , , , , . , , , . , , , , , , , 5 
Exception11, (speed defaulta to 10 MPH) 1 
Drill track from Subway to Pacific Ave, to nnd including the 29/30 ewitch, track 29 and 30 to and inc luding hand throw croe11over a t east yard, 

Note, Speed on all Yuma and Bast Yard tracks de fault to 10 MPll . 

Sl-04 - MAIN TRACK DESIGNATIONS 
Effective 0700 on January 11, 20091 
Under •Two main tracks between, 11 change that part reading, 

MP 618,? and MP ,09,61 
MP 588,3 and NP 538,5, 

To read, 
MP 620,2 and MP 538,5, 

Prior change belo·.., remaino in effect, 
Delete, 
current of Traffiot Westward on 'l'rk.l bet11een 
NP 737 ,5 llnd MP 732 , ,i, 

------------------------------------------------- -Sl-05 • MILE POST EQUATIONS 
Addo 
MP 735.3 • MP 735 ,4 

SJ-OG - RCL OPERA TIO NS 
Remote Control Area, 
Nest Colton Remote Control Area e s tablished b etl\'een MP 530.5 (South Fontana) and NP S43 .1 (Loma Linda - Yuma Subdivioion) , 

-- ---------------- - --- ---------- -------- --- ------ ----Sl-07 - ITEM 13 TRAIN DEFECT llE'!'ECl'OUS 
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BfJ:ective 0700 on January 11, 2009, add the following detectors, 
\ 611,0 
\ 613 .o 
\ 617.0 
ft 619.2 

Previo\ts changes below remain in effeot 1 
Delete, 

(#) Sd3 . l 
\ 589.9 

(#) 598 , 0 
t, 604.4 

Add, 
(II) 545.3 
t, 586,0 
% 590,7 Trk.2 
\ 592 , 0 Trk,2 

(II) 594, 0 
\ 595.8 
\ 599.5 
\- 601 , 1 
\ 602.8 
\ 606.8 

(ll) 608 .5 
\ 610.9 
% 733 ,8 

S1-08 - RULES ITEMS 
Add the following regarding stalled DP traino, 
Helping Stalled DP Trains, 
stalled Distributed Power Trains that muet add helpers to the head end 
of the train may do so only under the direction of a district Manager 
of Operating Practices and operate as outlined below. These special 
conditions may only be applied to DP trains having stalled on 
ascending grades and may not be utilized on descending grades, The 
maximum speed for a train in this configuration must not exceed 
20 MPH, Air Brake and Train Handling Rules 32,12,3, 32,12,4 and 
32.12,5 are ohanged for this specific move to read, 

32,12,3 Manned Helper Added to Head Bnd of Train, 
lihen a manned helper is coupled to the head end of the train, the 
helper engineer 11111 tranofer control of the air brakes (and the 
throttle 1<ith MU cable) to the road enginoor as follows, 
l. Defore opening angle cocks between the road locomotive and the 
manned helper, the engineer on the helper locomotive will 1 
a. Communicate with the road engineer to determine the brake pipe 
reduction currently applied to the train. 
b. The helper engineer muot make a reduotion 2 psi greater than 
the current reduotion applied to the train, 
o. After the brake pipe exhaust has ceased, helper engineer must 
cut out the automatic brake valve and place handle in tho handle off 
position. 
d. Notify engineer on the road locomotive of the amount of the 

Amtrak..:d==---UP-034 Revised Effective April 1, 2010; UP· ~ 
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brake pipe preeaure reduction. 
e. The independent brake valve must be left cut in on the helper 
locomotive, 
f. Place the independent brake valve handle in the release 
position and actuate to fully release the brakes Ol\ the helper 
looOITiotive consist in preparation for the air brake cheok between the road loco.mtive and the helper power. 
2, The engineer on the road locomotive will, 
a . lifter opening the angle cocks between the helper and the road 
locomotive, inoreaoe brake pipe red\lction to at le11st 20 psi and helper orew will oboerve that brakes apply on helper consist: by visual inspection, 
b. tlhen train is ready to depart, perform DP train check to verify 
brake pipe continuity ae brakes are released per ABTH Rule 33,3.2 , o, Observe by visual inspection that brakes rele11se on the helper 
consist . 

32.12.4 Manned Helper Removed From Head End of Train, 
When a manned helper will be detached from the head end of the train do the follo~iing, 
1, The engineer in control of the road locomotive will, 
a. Make not leas than a 6 psi brake pipe reduction. 
b. Notify the helper engineer when ready to detach the manned 
helpe,: after oloeing the · angle cocks between the helper consist and 
the road locomotive and removing the MU cable, 
2, The helper engineer will cut in the 1\utomatio Brake Valve 
11fter angle oooke are closed between the coneists, 

32,12,5 Operating Responeibilitiee with Manned Helper, 
When adding helpers to the head end of a DP train, the control of all looomotiveo coupled together must be transferred to the DP road· locomotive engineer by plugging in the M\I cable. When more than 
one locomotive is attached to a train, the engineer of the DP road locomotive must: control the train's air brakes. The engineer in 
the lead locomotive coneist is in charge of the train movement, The 
engineer in charge 11111 co:nmunioate with and dil:eot the engineer on the DP road locomotive as follows, 
1, Identify speed restrictions and locations where a stop is to 
be made at least 2 miles in advance, 
2. Communicate clearly the name of signals affecting the train's 
move111ent as soon as the signals beco~e visible or audible. 

Hote, The helper engineer will be responsible to comply with 
Whiotle requirements and may utilize the AfJV handle, even though out: out, to initiate an emergency application of the brakes should any emergency situation ocour requiring thii, action. The helper engineer is aloo responoible for proper use of the independent brake valve on the helper consist, 

Delete that par t reading {reference Rule 10.1 to enter ere), 
Rule 9, 17 . Between Yuma and Baot Yard Trains and engines may enter Trk,1 or •rrk ,2 at: a hand-ope,:11ted owitch only after receiving 

Am~ra;< ~..,. UP-034 Revised Effective April 1, 2010; UP~Y ~ 
Ar,:,ended by ACC UP-034 E_ffective April 1, 2010 
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authority from the Train Dispatcher. 
*****~****•*****************····················••*••·····•½*****~**** Add the following to existing instructions under Rule 10 .1, 

BNSF connector track to UP Main •rrack 112, 
West end of orossove1· is a dual control switch (CP SP539} . Bast end of crossover on DNSF co1mector track .is hand throw. 

Following instructions apply for movementc through this croooover, Eastward, 
Train should receive a restricting signal at the •reot switoh (CP SP539), but must line the hand throw switch on BIISF connector track before entering crossover. 

Westward, 
Crew member must first request that UP dispatcher line train off BNSF conneotot· to Trk. 2. Aftet· dispatcher confirms line- up and dual control switch is aeen to be lined, the hand throw switch may be lined, Traill may then begin movement thru crossover, but the controlled signal at the west switch will not illuminate unt il approximately one unit hae paosed over the hand throw switch, Controlled aignal will then authorize movement onto Trk. 2. 

Add the foll01dng to Grade Securement Restrictiono, Four (4) oars or more may be ternporarily left standing on main track betlieen CG limits, MP 561 , 4 and MP 566 .2, provided the follotring procedures are followed, 
1. Care are coupled and properly secured per Rule 32.1.2, 2, Crewmember left to attend equipment. 
3. Dispatcher notified per Rule 6.20. 

SI-11 - INDUSTRIAL L~ADS 
Add, 
Rule 32 . 20: Riverside Industrial Lead, Congress Street Yard "No Idle Zone" is in effect from 250 feet South of Congrese Street to Santa Ana River Bridge. Signe are displayed at these limits. Do not allo~ loooootivee to .idle for more than 30 minutes within these limits. 

SI-i2 - TONNAGE RESTRICTIONS/Tl'OD 
Change_ that,part_readingl , ___________________ _ 

so or less N/A 658 7011 
----~------ ----------- ---------------------To read1 

-----------1-----------1---------------------ao or less IN/A 170 ------- . --- ----------- --------~------------
Change last entry on descending grade speed decision table to read, 

1:~~~~::::~:1:~~~:~::~~~~::::1:~~:~=~::::::::1 

Amtrak ~ UP-034 Revised Effective April 1, 2010; UP ~ 
Amer,ded by ~cc UP-034 Effecfi'-(8 April 1, 201~ . . 
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Sl-13 • TRAIN MAKE-UP RESTRICTIONS 
Bffeot:ive 0900 on November 17 1 2000, reat1'iot1ona pl·eviouely ohown in l,oe Angeles Area Timetable U3 are removed and default to System Special Inet:ruotiona Item 5. 

SJ-14 • MISCELLANEOUS INSTRUCTIONS 
change that part reading, 
Yuma seourement inetruot:ions, 
Five hand brakes on west end of all yard traoke, All hand brakes must be released and air out in before shoving oars to oleal' in tracks 103-105 and 107· 109, After movement iu completed, hand brakes must be reapplied. 
To read: 
Yuma Yard Seourement: Five hand brakes on west end of all yard tracks. All hand brakeo nust be releaoed and air out in before shoving care to clear. After tnovement is co.11_pleted, hand brakes must be reapplied. Adds • 
YUll\8 Subdivision operations are governed by Paoifio Timo to but not including CP SP733, Gila Subdivision operations are governed by Nountain Time at CP SP733 eaotward, 

----------------------------------------------------SI-15 • ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS 
Effective 0800 on May 14, 2009, change dispatcher oall in numbers, Dispatcher Phone Changes , 
244 • 800 Phone Number• (800) 726-1139 
244 • Call in Phone llumber • (402) 636-1631 
250 - Call in Phone Number• (909) 685-2126 

Signal changes below are effective 0700 on January 11, 2009, Following signals removed from service: 
CP SP611 Indio <il MP 610, 9 
CP SP618 Thermal@ MP 618,? 
Intermediate Signals: 
6126 Trk, 2 @ MP 612 ,6 
6129 Trk. 1 (I) MP 612, 9 
6139 Trk, l <il NP 613, 9 
6154 and 6155 Cil MP 615,S 
61?0 and 6171@ MP 617,1 

Following signals placed in service 1 
CP SP615 Coachella MP 615, 0 
6109 and 6110 <ii MP 611. 0 
6129 and 6130 @ MP 613, 0 
6169 and 6170 © MP 617.0 
6191 and 6192 Cil 11P 619 ,2 

*•*•**•~•*••·····•*****•****••···••i••·***********************'******* Previous changes below r emain in effect: 
Following aignalv removed from service, 
CP SP603 0 Ml' 602. 6 
CP 6P606 0 ~IP 606, 3 

UP-034 Revised Effective April 1, 201 O; UP ..,,_q:»2-
Amended by ACC UP-034 Effective April 1, 2010 
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CP SP608 @ HP GO? .G 
CP SP610 © MP 609,6 
Intenoediate Signals , 
6039 and 6038@ 603,8 
6053 and 6052@ 605.2 
6111 nnd 6110 a 611.0 

26 

Following signals placed in service, 
CP SP605 Myo111a <al 604 .5 
CP SP611 Indio @ 610 , 9 
lntemediate Sig11als, 
602? and 6028 0 MP 602 . 8 
606? and 6068 G UP 606 .o 
608? 11nd 6088 G MP 600,0 

SI-RD • RADIO DISPLAY 
Effective 0000 on May 14, 2009, ohango RADIO DISPLAY information to 
reads 

Bast Yard to Beaur,\Ont - 9696 (*66) 
Beaumont to Rancho - 4242-(*50) 

-------------------- ----------------------- ----SIGNATURE: RICHARD l\f, CASTAGNA 
SIGNATURE TITLE: SUPERJNTENDENT 

Amtrak_c;Jl-=:...._-- UP-034 Revised Effective April 1, 2010i UP ~n 
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22 ALHAMBRA SUBDIVISION (975) LIJS 1t1kt:Lts f}Rell ~ '(.T. :Jt:1 
Ando Display: 

Yuma Joi. to Wost Colton -9696 

Mlle Rule CP WEST EAST Sta, 
Poat 6.3 M's "" STATIONS .... #'9 

i,35.0 CTC WEST COi. TOIi OT SP760 - (S.3) 
629.7 SOlJTH FOllTANA n C0514 

(2.21 - S27.5 XAISER C05t2 
(3,7) - 523.8 OUASn I cosoo 

1--
(3.8) 

S20.2 01/TARJO I cxm - (U) 
517.8 MOWCUJR I crrn 

(U) 
$15.4 CTC RESERVIOR C0500 2MT (M) -515.0 C/>5t58 (Tl(2) X(II) 

(1.4) - 513.6 1\,1-1,IILTON 
(M} 

513.3 CTC EAST POMONA I CX781 
(1.0) - 612.3 WESTPOMONA - (5.5) 

506.8 WAJ.111/f I CX769 - (3.3) 
!00.5 IMI\IIE I C0◄58 - (0.9) 
602.8 IIJJ\NE X-OVERS - (O.S) 
501.8 EXTEJ/TlOII I 

(0.3) - 501.6 CITY OF UIOUSmY on ~ 
(0.5) - 501.0 TWEIITY-SEVfll X-OVER 
(0.6) - 500.5 llfWSIOIIIG I 
(32) - ◄97.3 MSSfll I cow 

,__ (2.7) 
4!».8 ElMO.'ITE I C0179 

... . . .. (69) .... . - ·-· . ... -- - -· ----
4a7.7 CTC WWI.BRA COl73 2MT (0.8) 
◄Sll.9 AUAAUT x-0ven com 

(1,3) 

m.e 2MT VIJ.l.EY DLVO X-OVERS y 
11CTC (2.7) -◄!<ti LATC YIJT com 

(0.1) 
411i2.8 CTC Cf> YUIM JCT, Y(M)T (»169 

2'.IT 

(W) 

Sl-01 MAIN TRACK AUTHORITY 
e-rc Between MP 535 . 0 and HP 185.5; 
HP 485.5 and HP 482,8 on Trk.l. 
. Yerd : L1.1rut■ Betweon:HP 485,5 and HP :482,8 ,on 
Trk.2. 

.. ... .... .. . ... . . . . ... . ... .. 

Siding 
feel 

6™ 

5914 

6621 

6173 

:zm 

6231 

5189 

e:m 

7U2 

5103 

6529 

7012 
... 

.. . 

.. 

Sl-02 MAXIMUM SPEED TAllLE 
Mnxlmum Speed 

Between Hilo Posto 
535,0 a.nd 482 , 8 
( Excer,t: aa Delow) ••..•• , , • • .. , • , • . . 
535,0 and 532.4 ............ . .. . . . 
515 . 4 .. W ........................ . 
513.7 .. • Trk. 1 W , ............ .. .. 
515.3 and 513.5 • Trk.2 .... .... .. 
512,5 .. W .......... .. .. . ..... , ... . 
512 ,4** E ........................ . 
491.3 and 489.9 .... .. .. ..... .. .. . 
489.9 and 485.8 
485 .0 and 484.0 • Trk , 1 
484.0 and 482.8 • Trk .1 
485.8 and 403,0 • Trk.2 
483.0 and 482 , 8 • Trk.2 

MPH 

PSOR Pl\'I' 

65 60 
60 50 
65+ 45+ 
65+ 50• 
25 25 
65+ 50+ 
65t 55+ 
40+ 30+ 
so 50 
30 30 
20 20 
20 20 
10 10 

•• only freight trains exceeding 80 TPOD ~ust comply with speed restrict ion . Speed restriction will not apply when signal at speed restriction location displays CLEAR . 

Sl-03 OTHER SPEED RESTRICTIONS r, N, \·01.•oo) 
Maximum Spei!d (ll/lt.11{1f~ Z-5/ttflJ. l..._(i,(). if MPH 

1, Tbru Sidin a TUrnouta (No Exoeptiona.) 
Sidings Walnut and Extension .. ....... .. 10 

2, DUal Contro switoh 'l\lrnout1 
Turnout Alhambra HP 488,2 ... . ... . ... ,, . 50 
Tur nout HP 513. 3 ...... . .... .... . .... . .. 40 
Hamilton Crossovers ........ . .. , ... ... , . 40 
Turnout MP 515 .L ........ .. .......... .. 25 
crossover to LA Sub. MP 515.0 ... .. .. .. . 60 

3, Hioo, Speed Reotriction• 
West Colton Track 150 HP 530.S to HP 
532,4 and by-pass tracks, HP 537 . 3 to 
HP 538 ,1 . ... . . .. , . ..... . .. ......... . . . . 20 
West Colton Balloon Track ... . ..... . . .. . 15 
Lite engines/ leas than 12 axles HP 
483.0 and 525.0 ... .... ........ .. .. ..... 45 
Loaded unit steel slab train .. . . ... ... . 30 

81-04 MAJN TRACK DESIGNATIONS 
Two main Traok■ between HP 488.2 and 482.8; HP 513.5 and HP 515 . 3. 
currant of Traffic ea■tward on Trk, 2 between f!P 485.5 and HP 482,8. 

Sl--05 MILE POST EQUATIONS · None, 

Sl-06 OTC BLOCK LIMITS· None. · .. 

Sl--07 ITEM 13 TRAIN DEFECT DETECTORS 
, 531.9 

1
(. )516.6 I, 496.3 (1)526.8 \ 510.2 (1)492.0 

\ 522 .l \ 505 .3 
\ 519 .4 l 504 .7 

( 

,i 

I 
' 

[_ 

I 

I 
L: . 
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Attachment 1 

APPENDIX I, Table B 
SLOW ORDER BASE BY ROUTE (in minutes) 

Effective January 1, 2017 

Maximum 
Minutes 

Station From-To Per Station From-To 
One-Way 

Trip 
Sunset Limited Coast Starlight 
Iowa Jct.-San Antonio 16.0 Portland-Klamath Falls 
San Antonio-Alpine 23.0 Klamath Falls-Sacramento 
Alpine-Tucson 9.0 Sacramento-Oakland 
Tucson-El Monte 16.0 Oakland-San Luis Obispo 
Total 64.0 San Luis Obispo-Moorpark 

Total 
Texas Eagle 
Joliet-Wann 2.0 Missouri River Runner 
Wann-Marshall* 20.0 
Marshall-Ft. Worth 10.0 Chicago-St. Louis* 
Ft. Worth-San Antonio 12.1 • incl. Trk 1, but not Trk 2, bit 

Wann and WR 
Total 44.1 
* incl. Trk 1, but not Trk 2, bit San Joaqulns 
Wann and WR 

Sacramento - Stockton 
California Zephyr Port Chicaqo - Oakland 
Denver-Grand Jct 15.0 

• Grand Jct.-Salt Lake City 7.5 Cascades 
Salt Lake City-Elko 13.0 
Elko-Reno 11.0 Capito! Corridor 
Reno-Emeryville 4.0 San Jose-Oakland (Jack London) 
Total 50.5 Oakland (Jack London)-Auburn•• 

Total 
Pacific Surfliner (Moorpark-San 5.8 **compliance measured by trains 
Luis Obispo) traveling entire route bit Oakland 

and Auburn 

Maximum 
Minutes 

Per 
One-Way 

Trip 

14.0 
18.0 
5.0 

11 .0 
9.9 
57.9 

7.5 

3.0 

1.0 
2.0 

7.0 

3.8 
4.0 
7.8 

1. Li mils for Individual segments apply to the portion of the segment over which Amtrak operates 
regular service. 

2. When slow orders specified on this Table are removed because of projects funded by Amtrak, 
public entities or other third parties for the benefit of passenger service, Amtrak and UP shall 
negotiate an appropriate revision to the route total Maximum Minutes on that route. 

3. If Amtrak re-routes any train resulting In a change In mileage traveled on UP, Amtrak and UP shall 
negotiate an appropriate revision to the route total Maximum Minutes on that route to reflect the 
new length and characteristics of the route. 

29 
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UP 

APPENDIX II 

AMTRAK PASSENGER TRAIN SCHEDULES 

The Amtrak passenger trcjin schedules shall be as set forth in• Amtrak's public . . 

Timetables. 

30 
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APPENDIXV . 

PERFORMANCE PAYMENTS AND PENAL TIES 

Performance payments will be paid for regularly &cheduled trains at each 

Reply Exhibit A 
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. performance checkpoint where a train attains an on~time performance gre.;1ter than 80% 

during a month. Performance penalties will be assessed against the train at 

performance checkpoints where the on-time performance is less than 70% during a 

month. 

45 
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(I) This Item deleted effective July 1, 2013. 
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B. Calculation of Performance Payments. 
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If the percentage of on-time performance of a train at a checkpoint is 80% or 

more In a month, the performance payment is calculated as follows: 

1. Subtract .800 from the percentage·on lime for the checkpoint (expressed in 

three decimal places); 

2. Multiply the resulting amount by the Checkpoint Performance Rate for the train 

shown in Table 1; and 

3. Multiply that resulting number by the number of trips operated by the train to 

the checkpoint during the month. 

C. Calculation of Performance Penalties. 

If the percentage of on-time performance of a train at a checkpoint Is less than 

70% in a month, the performance penalty for the month is calculated as follows: 

1. Subtract the percentage on time (expressed in three decimal places) for the 

checkpoint from . 700; 

54 
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2. Multiply the resulting amount by the Checkpoint Performance Rate for the train 

shown in Table 1; and 

3. Multiply that resulting number by the number of trips operated by the train to 

the checkpoint during the month. 

D, Remittance of Performance Payments and Penalties. 

Performance payments will be paid to UP in accordance with section 5.2 (Billing 

and Payment). Penalties may be deducted from the amounts otherwise payable to UP 

pursuant to this Agreement or paid separately to Amtrak; provided, however, that 

penalties in a month shall only apply up to the amount of performance payments 

earned for all trains at a!I checkpoints in the preceding twelve-month period pursuant to 

this Agreement. 

E. Revision. of Schedule Data 

The Scheduled Time From Origin for each train covered by this Appendix V is 

set forth in Table 1, Such time is based on the consist for the train shown in Table 3, 

and includes the Dwell Times shown in Table 2. Subject to the provisions of Section 

3.2. UP shall promptly implement operation of any train with a revised consist as 

Amtrak may request. In the event that the consist or type of equipment operated is to 

be materially changed for a sustained period in a manner which ls not specific~!ly 

contemplated and dealt with in this Appendix V, the parties agree to determine an 

appropriate new Scheduled Time From Origin for the train using the same methodology 

used to develop the times currently reflected in Table i. Scheduled Time From Origin 

55 
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shall also be revised by the parties in the event that the authorized speeds established 

by federal, state, or local regulation are decreased in a way which is likely to have a 
. . 

significant impact on the operation of a train. ~ubject to the provisions of Section 3.2, 

upon request of Amtrak, station stops or services shall be added, deleted, or modified . 

in connection with the operation. of a train as it existed on the effective date of Table 2; 

provided, however, modification of schedules (including, but not limited to schedules 

herein and public timetables) for Amtrak Trains shall not be made without UP's 

approval, which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld. When changes pursuant 

. . 
to the two preceding sentences require a net change in time of operation (including 

dwell time) ~hich exceeds s_,minutes, the parties shall adjust the schedules to reflect 

such differences in o_perating time (unless such adjustment has previously been 

effected) at the next Amtrak timetable change. For the purposes of the foregoing 

sentence, upon the request of either party, the parties shall jointly conduct a field test or 

other appropriate studies to determine the proper ~mount of time to be added or 

deleted as a result of the change in stops; pr~vided, however, that in the event the· 

parties cannot reach agreement concerning &uch time. the p~rties speclficc;1lly agree 

that operating time shall be reduced or increased by 5 minutes for each regular stop 

which is eliminated or added to the train operation. 

On an ongoing basis the tables may require refinement to account for changes in 

the operation of Amtrak Trains. Therefore, it is agreed that as studies are performed 

which produce more accurate data for Sch~duled Time From Origin, Recovery Time 

Base, Allowed Station Dwell and Extra Car Tolerance, the figures in this Appendix V, 
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shall be amended to reflect the results of such studies. The various items shall be 

agreed upon by Amtrak and UP and shall be calculated as follows: 

Scheduled Time From Origin shall equal pure running time, plus recovery time, plus 

Allowed Station Dwel_l time. Pur.e running time shall be established by a joint UP / 

Amtrak riding program or other appropriate studies. Recovery ti~e shall be determined 

by multiplying the pure running time by approximately 8%. The exact percentage shall 

depend on the lndi.vidual requirements of the segment as determined by the parties 

when they are developing schedules. 

Allowed Station Dwell Time shall be established by utilizing all available sources of data 

such as Arrow, conductor delay reports, TCS, pulse tapes, event recorders and riding 

programs. 

Recovery Time Base shall equal one half of the recovery time inclµded In the scheduled 

time in the segment preceding each. checkpoint. 

Extra Car Tolerance shall be established by using data derived from UP's Train 

Performance Calculator or field tests. 

Notwithstanding the preceding standards, the parties may shift time between segments 

by mutual agreement. 

51 



Reply Exhibit A 
Page 82 of 95PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED

PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER

F. Price Level Adjustments. 

The Trip Pertonnance Rates specified in Table 1 of this Appendix V shall be 

adjusted annu~lly for price level changes beginning January 1, 2001, based on the 

relationship of. the most recent Quarter's Association of American Railroads (MR) 

Quarterly Indices of Chargeout-Prices and Wage rates (Tabl.e C)-West "Material prices, 

wage rates and supplements combined (excludfng fuel)", to comparable indices o~ the 

Quarter twelve months previous. The ~djustment to be made on January 1, 2001, shall 

be based on the comp~rison of the 4th Quarter 2000 Index value (the most recent 

Quarter) to the 4th Quarter 1999 index valu~ (Quarter twelve months previous). 
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UP 
Appendix V, Table 3 

Page 1 of 2 

Train Consists 

Train No. Locomotive Consist Cars 
1&2 2 11 

3 16 

5&6 2 10 
3 15 

11 & 14 2 12 
3 18 

21 &22 1 7 
2 14 

300thru 306 1 6 

702 thru 718 1 7 
2 14 

720 thru 745 1 7 
2 14 

750 & 755 1 7 
2 14 

7p9 thru 792 1 7 
2 14 

The data in Appendix V, Table 1 is based on the consists contained in this Appendix V, 
Table 3. Prior to the development of the extra car tolerances in Appendix V, Table 4, 
the parties shall agree upon the maximum consist that may be operated prior to the 
allowance for extra car tolerance. 

68 



Reply Exhibit A 
Page 93 of 95PUBLIC VERSION - REDACTED

PUBLIC VERSION - ADDITIONAL REDACTIONS PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER

Train #1 
C/P Cars> 
SAS 
ALP 
TUS 
XEL 
Total 

Train #5 

UP 
Appendix V, Table 4* 

Page 1 of 2 

EXTRA CAR TOLERANCE 

The fol/owing tiil)le sets forth the number of additional minutes tolerance allowed 
when the specific number of locomotives are operated with !hi;! specific numbl;lr of cars 
specified In the segment preceding the checkpoint (as lndiciited below) where the 
tolerance is ,illowed. Cars of UP will not be counted: A dead in tow locomotive, not 
associated with eh route mechanical failure .on UP sh.ill be counted as two cars. Time 
Im,! due IQ ,i locQmotive in tow that failed en route on the UP shall be governed by 
Appendix V.A.1 (c)(1), above. At the request of either party, this Table 4 shall be 
recalcuhited with c1.1rrl;lnt consist, equipment types and other data .as may be • 
iippropriate using UP's Tr.iin Performance Calculator. The new Table 4 shall become 
effective 3 months after such rl;lqUl;!St is made. 

2 Locomotives 
12 .Ll 14 1§ 16 17 
2 4 6 8 10 13 
0 1 6 10 15 20 
0 0 0 0 3 6 
0 0 0 0 5 12 
2 5 11 18 33 51 

Train#2 
C/P 
TUS 
ALP 
SAS 
XIJ 
Total 

Cars> 12 
0 
0 
0 
2 
2 

2 Locomotives 
13 14 15. 16 17 
0 0 0 5 10 
0 0 0 3 6 
0 0 0 0 2 
4 6 9 11 13 
4 6 9 19 31 

2 Locomotives Train #6 2 Locomotives 
C/P Cars> 1.1 12 .Ll 14 15 16 17 C/P Cars> 1.1 12 13 14 15 16 17 
GJT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ELK 4 10 17 26 31 0 0 
ELK 0 0 0 0 1 3 4 GJT O O O O O O 0 
EMY 0112346XFT 0000000 
Tot.ii O 1 1 2 4 7 10 Total 4 10. 17 2.6 31 O 0 

Train #11 2 Locomotives Train #14 2 Locomotives 
C/P Cars> 1.1 12 13 14 1§ C/P Cars> 1.1 12 13 14 1§ 
KFS 5 11 18 26 35 SLO 1 2 3 4 5 
SAC 1 2 3 5 7 OKJ 1 3 6 9 12 
OKJ 01122 SAC O 1 1 2 2 
SLO 1 2 3 5 6 KFS 2 5 9 14 20 
MPK -~1_· -=-2_3~~5'-----'6"- PDX _1~~2~=3-~4---=-6 
Tolal 8 18 28 43 56 To.ta! 5 13 22 33 45 

Amlrnk '?:Js/!z 69 
UP-057 Revised Effective July 1, 2013; 
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UP 
Appendix V, Table 4* 

Page 2 of 2 

EXTRA CAR TOLERANCE 

Train #21 2 Locomotives Train #22 2 Locomotives 
C/P Cars> 15 16 1Z 1!l. 19 C/P Cars> 1§_ 16 17 18 19 
XW1 0 0 0 0 0 XOJ 0 0 0 0 0 
MHL 0 0 1 3 6 M.HL 0 0 9 0 0 
XFF 0 0 0 0 2 XW1 4 7 12 17 21 
SAS 0 0 0 0 0 JOL 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 0 0 1 3 8 Total 4 7 12 17 21 

Train #21 1 Locomotive Train #22 1 Locomotive 
C/P Cars> Jl. J! .10 11 12 C/P Cars> Jl.. J! 10 11 12 
XW1 0 0 0 0 0 XOJ 0 0 3 0 0 
MHL 0 0 6 0 0 MHL 0 0 0 0 0 
XFF 0 0 0 0 0 XW1 2 7 15 10 11 
SAS 0 0 0 0 0 JOL 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 0 0 6 0 0 Total 2 7 18 10 11 

Train #311/313 1 Locomotive Train #314/31.6 1 Locomotive 
C/P Cars> .§ .1 Jl. J! 1Q C/P Cars> .§ .1. Jl. J! 10 
XRC 2 5 7 9 12 XGA 2 4 7 9 12 

* The parties acknowledge that the extra car tolerances set forth in this revised Appendix V, Table. 4 
may not have been determined using UP's Train Performance Calculator, and may not represent the 
extra car tolerances necessitated by the physical characteristics of the individual segments for the 
listed trains. By incorporating this revised Table 4 in this Amendment, neither party Walves its right to 
request that Table 4 be recalculated in accordance with this Appendix V, Table 4. 

Amtrak~ 
70 

Ul'-057 Revised Effective July 1, 2013; 
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UP 
Appendix V, Table 5 

Page 1 of 1 

Appendix V, Table 5 deleted effective July 1, 2013 

.Amtrak ~ 71 
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Sunset Limited January 23, 2023
Train 1 Recovery Misc. Dwell

Effective Effective Uniform M RR Mileage Services PRT Minutes Adjust. Minutes Arrive Depart Station timezone
3/11/22 1/23/23 A0.0 AMT 0.0 T,E,FA,I,W,G 9:00 AM New Orleans, LA CT 1:00

MoWeSa Days of Operation MoWeSa Remarks and Changes A908.7 CNIC 3.7 10 5 9:15 AM 9:15 AM XSU - Southport Jct
9:00 AM Dp New Orleans, LA 9:00 AM A906.5 NOPB 5.9 5 9:20 AM 9:20 AM XEB - East Bridge Jct

10:30 AM Dp Schriever, LA 10:30 AM B8.1 BNSF 11.1 19 1 9:40 AM 9:40 AM XWB - West Bridge Jct
11:56 AM Dp New Iberia, LA 11:56 AM B14.8 BNSF 15.5 7 2 5 9:54 AM 9:54 AM XLL - Live Oak 
12:24 PM Dp Lafayette, LA 12:24 PM C55.0 BNSF 55.6 37 -3 2 10:28 AM 10:30 AM Schriever, LA 

1:55 PM Dp Lake Charles, LA 1:55 PM C125.6 BNSF 127.1 82 2 2 11:54 AM 11:56 AM New Iberia, LA
3:48 PM Dp Beaumont, TX 3:48 PM C144.5 BNSF 145.1 22 3 3 12:21 PM 12:24 PM Lafayette, LA
6:18 PM Ar Houston, TX 6:18 PM C205.4 BNSF 205.8 70 32 16 2:22 PM 2:22 PM Iowa Jct. 
6:55 PM Dp 6:55 PM E205.4 UP 205.8 -39 1:43 PM 1:43 PM XIJ - Iowa Jct. 

12:05 AM Ar San Antonio, TX 12:05 AM E218.6 UP 219.4 18 -8 2 1:53 PM 1:55 PM Lake Charles, LA
2:45 AM Dp 2:45 AM E280.2 UP 280.7 t, e 79 4 16 14 3:34 PM 3:48 PM Beaumont, TX 
5:49 AM Dp Del Rio, TX 5:52 AM  +3" rec. F362.3 UP 362.5 104 46 37 6:18 PM 6:55 PM Houston, TX 
8:24 AM Dp Sanderson, TX 8:27 AM F375.6 UP 375.8 25 7:20 PM 7:20 PM XWJ- West Junction , TX

10:38 AM Dp Alpine, TX CT 10:41 AM F36.4 UP 400.7 26 7:46 PM 7:46 PM XRB- Rosenburg, TX
1:22 PM Ar El Paso, TX MT 1:25 PM F69.3 UP 433.6 30 8:16 PM 8:16 PM XEA- Eagle Lake, TX.
1:47 PM Dp 1:50 PM F120.0 UP 484.3 50 9:06 PM 9:06 PM XFA- Flatonia, TX
3:18 PM Dp Deming, NM 3:58 PM  +35" Dwell. +2" PRT F163.0 UP 527.3 45 9:51 PM 9:51 PM XKG- Kingsbury, TX
4:13 PM Dp Lordsburg, NM MT 4:53 PM F201.4 UP 565.7 FR 41 23 20 8 11:15 PM 11:23 PM XKY - Kirby
5:18 PM Dp Benson, AZ MST 6:58 PM F209.3 UP 572.8 I,T,E,W,G 17 25 160 12:05 AM 2:45 AM San Antonio, TX
6:45 PM Ar Tucson, AZ 8:20 PM -5" Misc. -35" Dwell (No fueling at Tucson) F218.8 UP 582.3 13 2 3:00 AM 3:00 AM Withers, TX
7:35 PM Dp 8:35 PM F223.8 UP 588.1 6 3:06 AM 3:06 AM Macdona Siding
8:52 PM Ar Maricopa, AZ 9:52 PM F234.2 UP 598.7 9 7 3:22 AM 3:22 AM Lacoste Siding
9:02 PM Dp 10:02 PM F247.4 UP 610.9 14 3:36 AM 3:36 AM Dunlay Siding

11:49 PM Dp Yuma, AZ MST 12:49 AM F259.6 UP 623.1 18 3:54 AM 3:54 AM XHT- EE Hondo, TX
2:02 AM Dp Palm Springs, CA PT 2:02 AM F340.0 UP 703.5 74 5:08 AM 5:08 AM XPF- Spofford, TX

D 3:54 AM Dp Ontario, CA D 3:54 AM F378.5 UP 741.9 35 7 2 5:50 AM 5:52 AM Del Rio, TX
D 4:04 AM Dp Pomona, CA D 4:04 AM F441.5 UP 804.9 67 6:59 AM 6:59 AM XLY- Langtry, TX

5:35 AM Ar Los Angeles, CA PT 5:35 AM 2/10/22 F506.2 UP 867.8 78 9 1 8:26 AM 8:27 AM Sanderson, TX
F608.5 UP 959.0 t,e 98 26 10 10:31 AM 10:41 AM Alpine, TX
F667.1 UP 1017.6 60 11:41 AM 11:41 AM XVL-Valentine, TX   CT
F737.2 UP 1087.7 55 11:36 AM 11:36 AM XTS-Sierra Blanca, TX     MT
G1295.8 UP 1177.5 T,E,FV,G,W 91 5 13 25 1:25 PM 1:50 PM El Paso, TX MT 
G1275.0 UP 1198.5 F 28 35 2:18 PM 2:53 PM Santa Teresa Fuel Tracks, NM
G1208.2 UP 1265.4 56 7 2 3:56 PM 3:58 PM Deming, NM
G1149.8 UP 1325.1 48 5 2 4:51 PM 4:53 PM Lordsburg, NM MT
G1032.6 UP 1443.6 115 8 2 6:56 PM 6:58 PM Benson, AZ MST
G985.8 UP 1493.3 53 17 12 15 8:20 PM 8:35 PM Tucson, AZ
G897.8 UP 1579.4 t,e 72 5 10 9:52 PM 10:02 PM Maricopa, AZ
G831.3 UP 1645.9 53 10:55 PM 10:55 PM XZS- Sentinel, AZ

G732.4 UP 1743.9 94 8 8 4 12:45 AM 12:49 AM Yuma, AZ MST
G713.6 UP 1762.7 20 3 1:12 AM 1:12 AM Cactus, CA  PT
G675.6 UP 1800.7 28 1:40 AM 1:40 AM XIC-Iris, CA
G667.8 UP 1808.4 8 1:48 AM 1:48 AM Niland, CA
G640.6 UP 1835.7 21 2 2:11 AM 2:11 AM Ferrum, CA
G620.2 UP 1857.9 15 4 2:30 AM 2:30 AM XTH- Thermal, CA    
G581.7 UP 1888.3 28 4 1:58 AM 2:02 AM Palm Springs, CA            
G521.1 UP 1955.5 85 27 3 3:54 AM 3:57 AM D Ontario, CA
G514.3 UP 1962.4 8 -1 3 4:04 AM 4:07 AM D Pomona, CA
G495.2 UP 1981.1 19 39 5:05 AM 5:05 AM XEL - El Monte 
H0.0 SCRRA 1994.1 T,E 19 10 1 5:35 AM Los Angeles, CA              PT

Total Total Total Total 
Pure Recovery Misc. Total Schedule
Run Minutes Adjust. Dwell Time
2075 271 103 346 2795 2/10/22

Purpose of Misc. Adjustments 
5 minutes XLL-Live Oak.

16 minutes Iowa Jct.
-39 minutes XIJ- Iowa Jct to Offset BNSF recovery.
16 minutes Beaumont.
20 minutes XKY-Kirby.

2 minutes Withers.
7 mintues Dunlay.

13 minutes El Paso.
12 minutes Tuscon.

8 minutes Yuma.
3 minutes Cactus.

39 minutes XEL- ElMonte.
1 minute LAX.

Schedule Skeleton - Sunset Limited/Train 1 (MoWeSa)
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Sunset Limited January 23, 2023
Train 2 Recovery Misc. Dwell

Effective Effective Uniform M RR Mileage Services PRT Minutes Adjust. Minutes Arrive Depart Station timezone
 3/13/2022 1/23/23 H0.0 SCRRA 0.0 T,E,FA,W,I,G 10:00 PM Los Angeles, CA PT 1:00
SuWeFr Days of Operation SuWeFr Remarks and Changes G495.2 UP 13.0 18 10:18 PM 10:18 PM XEL - El Monte
10:00 PM Dp Los Angeles, CA PT 10:00 PM G514.3 UP 31.7 20 3 10:38 PM 10:41 PM Pomona, CA
10:41 PM Dp Pomona, CA 10:41 PM G521.1 UP 38.6 8 2 3 10:51 PM 10:54 PM Ontario, CA
10:54 PM Dp Ontario, CA 10:54 PM G581.7 UP 105.8 82 3 12 5 12:31 AM 12:36 AM Palm Springs, CA
12:36 AM Dp Palm Springs, CA PT 12:36 AM G620.2 UP 136.2 28 1:04 AM 1:04 AM XTH- Thermal, CA    
2:47 AM Dp Yuma, AZ MST 3:47 AM G640.6 UP 155.1 16 1:20 AM 1:20 AM Ferrum, CA
5:30 AM Ar Maricopa, AZ 6:30 AM G667.8 UP 184.1 19 1:39 AM 1:39 AM Niland, CA
5:40 AM Dp 6:40 AM G675.6 UP 191.9 6 1:45 AM 1:45 AM XIC-Iris, CA
7:28 AM Ar Tucson, AZ 8:28 AM  -32" Dwell (No longer Fueling at Tucson) G713.6 UP 228.1 29 2:14 AM 2:14 AM Cactus, CA  PT
8:15 AM Dp 8:43 AM G732.4 UP 250.2 18 8 2 5 3:42 AM 3:47 AM Yuma, AZ MST
9:15 AM Dp Benson, AZ MST 9:43 AM G831.3 UP 349.1 93 5:20 AM 5:20 AM XZS-Sentinel, AZ

12:15 PM Dp Lordsburg, NM MT 11:43 AM G897.8 UP 414.7 t,e 53 7 10 10 6:30 AM 6:40 AM Maricopa, AZ
1:10 PM Dp Deming, NM 12:38 PM G985.8 UP 500.8 74 34 15 8:28 AM 8:43 AM Tucson, AZ
3:10 PM Ar El Paso, TX 3:20 PM  -5"" Misc. +2" PRT +45" Dwell at Santa Teresa G1032.6 UP 550.5 53 5 2 9:41 AM 9:43 AM Benson, AZ MST
3:35 PM Dp MT 3:35 PM  -10" Dwell G1149.8 UP 669.0 115 4 1 11:42 AM 11:43 AM Lordsburg, NM MT
8:45 PM Dp Alpine, TX CT 8:45 PM G1208.2 UP 728.7 49 5 1 12:37 PM 12:38 PM Deming, NM

10:36 PM Dp Sanderson, TX 10:36 PM G1275.0 UP 795.6 64 45 1:42 PM 2:27 PM Santa Teresa Fuel Tracks, NM
1:02 AM Dp Del Rio, TX 1:02 AM G1295.8 UP 816.6 T,E,W,G, FV 32 21 0 15 3:20 PM 3:35 PM El Paso, TX MT
4:50 AM Ar San Antonio, TX 4:50 AM F737.2 UP 906.4 95 5:10 PM 5:10 PM XTS-Sierra Blanca, TX
6:25 AM Dp 6:25 AM F667.1 UP 976.5 55 7:05 PM 7:05 PM XVL-Valtentine, TX   CT

11:10 AM Ar Houston, TX 11:10 AM F608.5 UP 1035.1 t,e 59 31 10 8:35 PM 8:45 PM Alpine, TX
12:10 PM Dp 12:10 PM F506.2 UP 1126.3 98 12 1 10:35 PM 10:36 PM Sanderson, TX
2:05 PM Dp Beaumont, TX 2:05 PM F441.5 UP 1191.0 78 11:54 PM 11:54 PM XLY- Langtry, TX
3:29 PM Dp Lake Charles, LA 3:29 PM F378.5 UP 1252.2 66 2 1:00 AM 1:02 AM Del Rio, TX
5:15 PM Dp Lafayette, LA 5:15 PM F340.0 UP 1290.7 40 1:42 AM 1:42 AM XPF- Spofford, TX
5:41 PM Dp New Iberia, LA 5:41 PM F259.6 UP 1371.1 75 2:57 AM 2:57 AM XHT- EE Hondo, TX
7:03 PM Dp Schriever, LA 7:03 PM F247.4 UP 1378.3 17 3:14 AM 3:14 AM Dunlay siding
9:40 PM Ar New Orleans, LA 9:40 PM 2/10/22 F234.2 UP 1391.5 16 3:30 AM 3:30 AM Lacoste siding

F223.8 UP 1402.1 11 8 3:49 AM 3:49 AM Macdona siding
F218.8 UP 1406.9 10 1 4:00 AM 4:00 AM Withers, TX
F209.3 UP 1421.3 I,T,E,W,G 16 34 95 4:50 AM 6:25 AM San Antonio, TX
F201.4 UP 1428.4 FR 20 2 8 6:47 AM 6:55 AM XKY - Kirby Yd.
F163.0 UP 1466.8 39 15 7:49 AM 7:49 AM XKG- Kingsbury, TX
F120.0 UP 1509.8 40 8:29 AM 8:29 AM XFA- Flatonia, TX
F69.3 UP 1560.5 50 1 9:20 AM 9:20 AM XEA- Eagle Lake, TX
F36.4 UP 1593.4 30 9:50 AM 9:50 AM XRB- Rosenburg, TX
F375.6 UP 1618.3 26 9 10:25 AM 10:25 AM XWJ- West Junction , TX
F362.3 UP 1631.6 24 21 60 11:10 AM 12:10 PM Houston, TX
E280.2 UP 1713.4 e, t 101 2 12 1:53 PM 2:05 PM Beaumont, TX
E218.6 UP 1774.7 76 6 2 3:27 PM 3:29 PM Lake Charles, LA
E205.4 UP 1788.3 16 69 4:54 PM 4:54 PM Iowa Jct.
C205.4 BNSF 1788.3 -54 4:00 PM 4:00 PM XIJ - Iowa Jct. 
C144.5 BNSF 1849.0 68 4 3 5:12 PM 5:15 PM Lafayette, LA
C125.6 BNSF 1867.0 24 2 5:39 PM 5:41 PM New Iberia, LA
C55.0 BNSF 1938.5 81 -1 2 7:01 PM 7:03 PM Schriever, LA 
B14.8 BNSF 1978.6 42 37 8:22 PM 8:22 PM XLL - Live Oak
B8.1 NOPB 1983.0 8 -2 8:28 PM 8:28 PM XWB - West Bridge Jct
A906.5 CNIC 1988.2 19 8:47 PM 8:47 PM XEB - East Bridge Jct.
A908.7 AMT 1990.4 5 8:52 PM 8:52 PM XSU - Southport Jct
A0.0 AMT 1994.1 T,E,FA,I,W,G 19 22 7 9:40 PM New Orleans, LA

Total Total Total Total 
Pure Recovery Misc. Total Schedule
Run Minutes Adjust. Dwell Time
2101 345 -8 302 2740 2/10/22

Purpose of Misc. Adjustments 
12 minutes Palm Springs.
2 minutes Yuma.
7 minutes Maricopa.

minutes El Paso.
15 minutes Houston.

-54 minutes Iowa Jct to offfset  UP recovery.

Schedule Skeleton - Sunset Limited/Train 2 (SuWeFr) 
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r 

_ FILED W /_IH---=-: 

CONTRA Cl ~-' .J ·~u ,"1~ 1'-' •· 

BETWEEN 11 , 
0 

,q_ ~~r~ 
Central Pacific Railway Company 

Southern Pacific Company 
AND 

Great Northern Railway Company 

DATED NOVEMBER 18, 1927 

Joint Cse of Line Between Chemult and 
Klamath Falls, Oregon. 

Bridge Rights at Klamath Falls, Oregon. 
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INDEX 

PART O~E-JOIKT C"SE 

Page 
Rights granted to Northern Company by Pacific Company.... 1-2-3 

Management and control. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 

Construction of additional facilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-4-5 

Operating rules and regulations.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5-6 

Status of employes and neutrality.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 

Rental to be paid by Northern Company.................. i-8 

Monthly payments.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 

Rentals and revenues to be credited to Northern Company. . 8-9 

Apportionment of expenses of maintenance and operation. 9-10 

Place of payment...... . .. .. ......... . .................. 10 

Adjustment of expenses at end of year..... . ...... ... ...... 10-11 

Exhibition of books and records .... 

Effect of default ........ . 

Liability- fixing of. .......... . ... . 

11 

11 

11-12-13-14 

Compliance with laws and regulations. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 

Picking up wrecks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 

Station facilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 

Branch lines . .. .. ... . . .. ... .. ..... . . . ... . .......... . 

Establishment of industries ...... ... ........... . . . . . 

Industry tracks ............................. . ..... . 

15 

15-16 

16 

Arbitration .............................. .. ........ 16-1 i-18-19 

Limitations upon rights of Northern Company. . . . . . . . . . 19 

Use by subsidiary companies. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 

Merger o f Northern Lines. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 

Liens of mortgages, etc .... ... ......... . 

Successors and assigns ................ . 

20 

20 

Notices. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 
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I~DEX 

PART TWO-BRIDGE USE 

Bridge rights granted by Pacific Company to Korthern Com­
pany ... 

Single track route and siding .. 

Limitations upon use by '.',;onhern Company . 

Page 

21 

22 

22 

Telegraph and telephone Lines. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 

Management and control. 

Additional track ..... . . . . . . . . ... . .. . . .. . ........ . 

Change of motive power. .. . ... .. .. . .. . . . . . . . .. . . . 

Operating rules and regulations .. 

Status of ernployes on bridge .... 

23 

24 

24 

25 

25 

Rentals to be paid by l\Orthern Company for bridge rights .. 25-26-27 

Monthly payments .... . 

Rental based on use . . .. . 

2i 

27 

Apportionment of expenses of maintenance and operation... . 28 

Place of payment.... ... . ... . ... . .. . . . . . . . ... .. . . . . . .. . . 28 

Errors in bills. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29 

Adjustment of expenses at end of year.... . . 29 

Exhibition of books and records and effect of default (Pro-
vic.lt:d for in Part I) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29 

Liability; Arbitration; Limitation upon use by Korthern 
Company; Lien of mortgages, etc., (Provided for in 
Part I). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29 

Ii\ GE.:'.\ER.'\L 

Parts I and II of this contract independent .. 

EfiectiYe date and term .... 

29 

30 
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<!Contract, made the Eighteenth day of November, 1927, 
between CE:'.\'TR.-\.L PACIFIC RAIL-WAY CO::v.l­
PANY, a Gtah corporation,and SOUTHER~ PACIF­
IC C0::\1PA::\"Y, a Kentucky corporation, lessee of 
said Central Pacific Raihvay Company, parties of the 
first part, hereinaf ter collectiYely referred to as ,;Pacif­
ic Company", and GREAT NORTHERN RAILWAY 
COMP.-\.~Y, a :\Iinnesota corporation. party of the 
second part, hereinafter referred to as ".:,;-ort hern Com­
pany", 

WIT NESSETH: 

PART O::\"E-J OI:\'T USE 

ARTICLE I. 

Secti:on 1:- The Pacific Com;:iany grants to Rights granted to 
l'iorthcrn Com- the >."onhern Company the equal joint use 
pany by Pacific (in common with Pacific Company and such Company. 

other companies as it may ad:n:t) of all that 
pan of the railway and appurtenanc property of the Paci fic 
Company, including telegraph and telephone lines, in Kla­
math Coun ty, Oregon, between a connection with the line 
of the Konhern Company near the south S\\·itch at Chemult, 
a point in the main line of the Pacific Company, known as 
Engineer Sun·ey Station "D'' 1i92+59.4, ~\'I ile Point 502. 
8452, said point being located in the sou th half of the south­
west quarter of Section 21, T ownship 27 South, Range 8 
East of the Willamette i\ier idian, and a point in the main 
line of the Pacific Company where t he same crosses the south 
line of Section 20, Township 38 South, Range 9 East of th e 
·willamette Meridian, known as Engineer Sun·ey Station 
" G" 3465+-!6.6, :\Iile Point 430.9195; the distance bet,Yeen 
said two points being 71.9257 miles ; the location of said 
part of said railway and points of connection herein intended 
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2 

being for grealer ce,tainty del ineated 1n red color on map 
herern a:tached m2.:-ked Exhibit".-\" and made a part here­
of, identified by the signatures of the Chief Engineers of 
the part ies. 

The property subject to joint use includes all rights of the 
Pacific Company in and to industry tracks connecting with 
the raih\·ay abc.1, ·e described. and paid for in whole or 
in pan by others. and all industry tracks and inJustry sites 
the cost of which is included in the amount upon which 
rental is computed here•.mder, and prior to the date that 
this contract shall become effecti\·e the Pacific Company 
shall obtai!1 so : ar as necessary and pussible the amendment 
of all cor: t~acts \\·ith the ind us tries sen·ed by such tracks 
or oc-:~1pying sJCh industrial site3 so that the terms and con­
ditions of such con:racts shall inure equally to the benefi t 
of both parties hereto. 

The Pac:l1c Company grams unto the: l\orthl!rn Company 
the right at the expense of the :\' onhcrn Company 
to connect its line ,Yi th the said raihYay of the Pacific 
Company at the points of connection desiguated approxi­
mately in the forego in6 but unde;· s1.cpcn·ision of the Pacific 
Company as to construction on its property. 

The :\"orthern Company, by its own employes and rolling 
stock, may do and transact o,·er, upon and by means of said 
raihYay and appurtenances and all add itions, improYements 
and betterments thereto all such business as is or hereafter 
may be carried on by a raih,·ay company and a common 
carrier, including 1113.il and express, subject only to che terms 
and conditions hereinafter stated. 

The appurtenances hereinabo,·e mentioned shall include 
cele$raph and telephone lines nO\\· or hereafter owned and 
used by the Pacific Company in the dispatching of trains 
or other necessary conduct of t:-ie bt:siness conducted OYer 

and upon said railway, excepting, howe\·er, such telephone 
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and telegraph ,vires as the Pacific Company may reserve 
for its exc!usi\·e use. It is understood that \Yestern union 
Telegraph Company owns and operates upon the right of 
way of said railway a line of telegraph poles and wires under 
an agreement between said Pacific Company and said Tele­
graph Company, by \Vhich agreement the Pacific Company 
has the use of one or more \\·ires of said telegraph line, and 
that with respect to such telegraph line the K orthern Com­
pany may make its own arrangement with said \a:estern 
lJ nion Telegraph Company for the construction and use of 
telegraph and/ or telephone wires which it may desire for 
its own railroad business. 

Management Section 2 :-The Pacific Company will have 
and control. 

the general control, management and ad-
mm1stration of said railway and appurtenances, and will 
maintain and at all times keep the same in good condition 
and repair br a rail:-oad of its class, and suitable for the 
business of the Korthern Company. It will pay the taxes 
thereon and comply \\·ith all the regulations prescribed by 
law with respect thereto, and will furnish water for opera­
tion and materials incident to the maintenance of the prop­
erty jointly used. It shall not be bound to furnish any fuel 
or other supplies, except water for the trains or equipment of 
the Northern Company, nor for the special or exclusive use 
in any other manner of the :'.\ onhern Company or its offi­
cers or employes. The Pacific Company shall have unre­
stricted power to change, add to, better or repair the prop­
erty as it may consider advisable, including the right to 
provide such additional main and other tracks as it shall 
deem necessary, not however so as by such changes, addi­
tions, betterments or repairs permanently to impair its use­
fulness to the Korthern Company. 

Cou_s~ruction ~f If the :\'orthern Company shall at anv time 
ndd1t10ual fa.cih- • 
ties. deem the construction of local side tracks 
(other than ;:iassing or yard tracks) or industry tracks, nee-
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essary ro the proper conduct of its business, the Northern 
Company may request the Paci:ic Company in \Hiting to 
put in such tracks, ::tncl ii the Pacific Company shall fail 
to commence \\"0:-k thereon \\·ithin a period of thirty (30) 
days and complete the same \,-ithin a reasonable time there­
after, the ;\Orthe:-n Company may put in such tracks at its 
O\rn cost and expense, including the expense of connections; 
such connec.:ions to be made in s;_ich manner and at such 
points as t:-ie CJ-:ief Engineer of the Pacific Company may 
designate. The >iorthern Company shall have the exclusive 
use of the tracks so put in and the Pacific Company shall 
maintain the same at the expense of the ="Jorthern Company; 
but the Pacific Company shall haYe the right to purchase 
them or any of t !1em on reasonable notice and at the cost 
thereof plus interest at r:ne of fiye (5) per cent per annum 
from date oi cor:1pletion thereof, in \Yhich t!Yent the ~or­
thern CL'mpany sha:J pay on t!-ie b.sis hereina'.ter stated. 
its sha:-e uf interc:it on c,:,sr :rnd expense of maintenance and 
operation of the facilities sci purchased. 

ShoalJ either p2.rty he:-cto rnndude to change the nature 
of its motive p0\"1·er and t.:se some other form of power than 
steam and, for the purpose of such change, make additions 
to the p;-operty co\·ered by this agreement. and should the 
other par:y herero make no use ni such additions, it shall 
be and is hereby permitted to do so, provided such changes 
shall not materially interfere \Yith the use by i:he other party 
of the propeny co\·ered by this agreement; but such other 
party sha!l not be required to ray any part of the cost, 
charge or expense of opera~ion and maintenance of said 
added fac:l ities so crea:ed unless a:1d until it shall desire 
to use the same. 

ShoulJ s:.rch added facilii:ies be installed by the Pacific 
Cornpariy and the !\"orthern Company thereafter elect to 
use the same. thereupon the cost thereof shall be added 
to the \·al ue oi the property join t!y used hereunder as in 
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the case of impro,·emcnts, betterments and additions as 
herein ;,ro,·ided, and said facilities shall thereupon become 
a part of the jointly used property. 

ShoLtld such added facilities be installed by the ~orthern 
Company a:id the Paci5c Company thereafter elect to use 
the same, thereupon it sha ll within thirty days after such 
election and coincident \Yith beginning of its use thereof 
pay to the ~orchern Company the cost thereof, and such 
amount shall be added to the ,·alue of the property jointly 
used hereunder as in the case of additions, betterments and 
impro,·ements as herei n proYidcd, and said added facilities 
shall thereupon become a part of said property. 

In case the :\'orthcrn Company creaces its o\\·n fuel facili­
ties on the property of t he Pacific Company, the Pacific 
Compar.y shall have the righ t to purchase them, or any of 
them, on reason2.ble notice and at the: Cv::'t I~eeof, in which 
event the :'\orrhern Comp2.ny shall have the joint use t!-iere­
of and sha ll pay on use basis hereinafter stated its share 
of interest on cost and expense of maintenance and operation 
uf the facilities so purchased. 

Should the )rorthern Company erect on the property of 
the Paci5c Company any fuel facilities as herein before pro­
vided and the Pacific Co□pany need for railway purposes 
the property upon which the same are erected it shall have 
the right to move such facilities to some other and reason­
able location; the cost of such remO\·al to be charged to 
operation and paid as ~erein pro\'ided. 

Operatins rules Section 3 :- The Pacific Companv will order 
and regulations. d" f • . and irect the mo-..-emenl o engines, cars 

and trains under such reasonable rules and 
regulations from ttme to t ime customary among raih,·ays 
as it may adopt. l\11 rules, regulations and train schedules 
shall be equal, just and fair as- be tween the parties, and shall 
not unjustly discriminate agains~ either. .-\11 passenger 
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trains shall be gn-en preference over other trains, and the 

trains of the parties shall be gi\·en equal dispatch according 

to their respective classes. The ~orthern Company shall 

ha\·e, in e\·cry respect, the same rigb L:i and pri\·ileges in the 

transaction of its business of conducting transportation that 

the Pacific Company has as to its business of conducting 

transportation. and any right or pri\·ilege at any time 

granted by the Pacific Company to any user of the property 

in respect to its business of conducting t:-ansportation shall 

be a ri§;ht or pri\·ilege \Yhich the :\Torthern Company may 

at its opiion exercise in respect to its business. 

Status of cm­
ployes and 
nen tralit)·· 

Section 4- All agents and employes engaged 

upon the said raihYay by the Pacific Com­

pany shall do the business of the ;\Orthcrn 

Cor:1pany \Yithoi.;: discrimina::ir;n. Suc:-i J;-ems and em­

ployes shall not solicit competiti\·e busines5 or recommend 

the roming thereof, but in all respects shall an with entire 

impartiality as between the parties. _\11 agents collecting 

or recei\·ing money shall, so far as concerns the business and 

re\·enues of the ;\Orthern Company. be the agents and em­

ployes of that company and shall report and remit direct 

to it. The ;\Orthern Compar:.y may bond such employes 

and the Pacific Company shall not be liable to the ~ orthern 

Company for their acts, neglects or fauhs. Any joint local 

e.:-nploye shall be remoyed from sen·ice on the property on 

the request in writing of the ::-(orthern Company giving 

reasonable and sufncient grounds for such remo\·al. Any 

employe en;aged in the sen-ice of Ihe ;\Orthern Company 

upon or about the trains, fuel or other exclusi\-e facilities 

of ;:he :\"orthern C ornpany shali be \Yd1dr:rn·n from ser\·ice 

on the property on request in writing of the Pacific Com-
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